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PREFACE 


» - » * • f 7 T 

Some centres of the Itamakrislina Order have 
ior some been bringing out important* 

scriptures of with text, word-for- 

woril rendering, running; translation and notes 
based on authoritative commentaries, in order to 
make them accessible to the English -knowing 
public whose knowledge of Sanskrit is limited. 
The Bhagavad-Gita by Swami Swarupananda 
published by the Advaita Ashrama, Mayavati, 
and eight major ITpanishads by Swami Sharva- 
nanda published by the Hamakrishna Math, 
Madras, have already become popular. An 
■edition of the Brahma-Sutras on similar lines was 
over-due. The present work is- intended to fulfil 
this want and to complete in these series the 
Drasthanatraya according to the interpretations 
of Sankara. The word-for-word translation is 
very literal, but the running translation is made 
ns literal as possible consistent with easy reading. 
Jn some places the translation of quotations from 
the ITpanishads are taken from Max Miiller’s 
edition of the ITpanishads and the quotations of 
the Sri Bhasliva from Dr. Tliibaut’s edition of 
the book (Sacred Books of the East Series), both 
with slight adaptations. 



It is Imped the volume will 1 be a fitting com- 
panion to the other Sanskrit works published by 
the Ramakrishna Order. 

ADVA IT. \ ASM KAMA S. V. 

MAYA VATI , HIMALAYAS 

A nccmbcr /.%Y>. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Tin*: six svsi’KMs or miLosoviiv 

The Vedas are the scriptures of the Hindus, 
to whatever sect or denomination they may 
belong. They are the earliest extant religious 
literature to-day and' form the corner-stone of the 
Indo-Aryan cultural edifice. The Hindus believe 
that the Vedas are not the utterances of any 
person but are eternal and owe their authority to. 
no individual. They are not inspired but expired 
by (tod. These Vedas are divided into two 
sections, the Karma kanda and the Jnanakanda, 
the former dealing with the ritualistic and the 
latter with the knowledge portion of the Vedas. 
The latter section is also known as the Vedanta, 
the end of the Vedas or the goal or gist of tin* 
Vedas. These are not men* speculations but the 
record, of the spiritual experiences of the race for 
centuries, actual realizations or supereonseious 
perceptions. 

Though we find Vedaufio thought even in 
some of the earliest hymns of the ltig- Veda, e.fj. 
the Nasadiya Sukta, which forms as it. were the 
basis of later TTpanishads, yet there is no denying 
the fact that the lndo-Aryan* in their earlier 
days in India were given more to rituals a ml 
sacrifices. These were elaborated to such am 
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•extent by the Brahmanas, the priestly class, that 
persons of rationalistic bent of mind revolted and 
questioned the very efficacy of. the sacrificial re- 
ligion. They engaged themselves in metaphysi- 
cal problems and arrived at different solutions of 
the world. The Vedantic thought that tvas in 
germ form was now developed more and more, 
and we have the ITpanishads. This spirit of re- 
volt against ritualism was carried on mainly by 
the Ksliatriyas. The Indo-Aryans were very bold 
thinkers and nothing was sacrilegious to them in 
their search after truth. Traces of opposition 
against the religion ot the Vedas are found in the 
Vedas themselves. This tidal wave of rationalism 
in its extreme form gave rise to such schools of 
thought as the Charvakas, which were extremely 
materialistic and anti-religious.- 

In the age immediately preceding Buddha 
and during his lifetime there was a great reli- 
gious and philosophical upheaval in India. From 
the Brahmajala-Sutras we learn that in his time 
there were as many as sixty-two different school? 
of philosophy in India. We also learn from 
Buddhistic literature the names of a good numbei 
of teachers who were venerated in Aryavarta a 1 
ihe time — names like Purana Kasyapa, Katya 
yana, Makkali Gosala, Nigantha Nathaputra 
ihe founder of Jainism, and others. While thes 
great souls represented Indian culture from a] 
anti-Vedic standpoint ill ere were many grea 
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names that represented the culture from the tradi- 
tional standpoint — names that are still venerated 
by Hindu religion and culture. 

The destructive criticism of everything in the 
old system by the Charvakas and others set the 
orthodox section to organize their belief on a 
more rationalistic basis and render it immune 
against all such criticism. This led to the founda- 
tion of the six systems of orthodox Hindu philo- 
sophy — orthodox 1 in the sense that they accepted 
the authority of the Vedas in things transcenden- 
tal — while there were others who did not accept; 
this authority and therefore were dubbed hetero- 
dox, though otherwise they too were the outcome 
of Hpanishadic thought. The acceptance of the 
authority of the Vedas by these orthodox schools, 
however, does not mean that they accepted them 
in iota. Their allegiance to the Vedas varied 
widely and often it was too loose. Of the six 
orthodox schools, viz. Nyaya, Vaiseshika, Rankhya, 
Yoga, - Purva Mimamsa and TTttara Mimamsa 
or Vedanta, the last two are intimately con- 
nected with the Vedas, which is one of the reasons 
why they are not mentioned in the Jaina and 


1 Astika (orthodox) and Nastika (heterodox) had 
nothing to do with belief or non-belief in the existence 
of a God. Sankhya and Mimamsa which did not accept 
an Iswara were yet regarded Astika (orthodox). 
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Buddhistic literature, while the others are men- 
\ ioned. 

These six orthodox systems of thought deve- 
loped .-dde by >ide at different intellectual centres, 
-of which there wen* a good number all over tin* 
country even during tin; Ipanishadic period. 
Again in each system there were shades ot 
difference. Thus for centuries philosophic 
1 bought- developed in India till at last it became 
so unwieldy that a regular systematization of 
each school of thought was found a great neces- 
sity. This led to tin* Sutra literature. 

TJ1K SITIIAS 

These systematic treatises were written in 
short aphorisms called Sutras. meaning (dues, 
and were intended as memory-aids to long discus- 
sions on any topic which the student had gom 
through with his teacher or (Juru. The though i 
was very much condensed, for much was taken 
for granted. Consequently the maximum o 
thought was compressed into these Sutras in a 
few words as possible. Madhwacharya quote 
from Padma Bunina a definition of the Sutra h 
his commentary on the Brah ma-Kutras whic 
runs as follows: 
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‘People learned in Sutra literature say that a 
Sulra should be concise and unambiguous, give 
the essence of the arguments on a topic, but at the 
same time deal with all aspects of the question, 
be free from repetition and faultless.” Though 
this definition states what a Sutra ought to be, 
in practice, however, the desire for brevity was 
carried to such extremes that most part of the 
Sutra literature is now unintelligible, and this is 
particularly so with respect to the Vedanta- 
Sutras which lias consequently given rise to 
divergent systems. 

There was Sutra literature in (‘very branch 
of Indo-Aryan knowledge which had become 
cumbrous through centuries and required syste- 
matization. The authors of Sutras, as we see, 
are not the founders of the thought or systems 
they propounded, but are mere systems tizers of 
the thought developed on the subject by succes- 
sive generations of thinkers for centuries. The 1 
thought of these Sutras was much developed by 
later thinkers and even modified by them, 
though all of them disclaimed any originality 
in it, declaring that they were merely interpre- 
ting the Sutras. This was specially the case 
with respect to the philosophical Sutras. All 
those subsequent thinkers belonged to one or 
other of the six systems and developed its tradi- 
tionary thought from generation to generation, 
rendering it. more and more perfect, and more 



VI 


BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


and more secAire against the ever new criticisms 
of rival schools. Such interpretations of the 
Sutras gave rise to various kinds of literary writ- 
ings like Vakyas, Vrittis, Karikas and Bhashyas, 
each of them being more and more elaborate 
than the previous ones. 

TIIE BRAHMA- SUTRAS 

The Upanishads do not contain any ready- 
made consistent system of thought. At first 
sight they seem to be full of contradictions. 
Hence arose the necessity of systematizing the 
thought of the Upanishads. Badarayana, to 
whom the authorship of the Bralima-Sutras or 
Vedanta-Rutras is ascribed, is not the only one 
who had tried to systematize the philosophy of 
the Upanishads. From the Brahma-Sutras itself 
we find that there were other schools of Vedanta 
which had their own following. We find the 
names of Audulomi, Kasakritsna, Badari, 
Jaimini, Karsh naj ini, Asmarathya and others 
mentioned. All this shows that Badarayana’s 
Sutras do not constitute the only systematic work 
in the Vedanta school, though probably the last 
and best. All the sects of India now hold this 
work to be the great authority and every new sect 
starts with a fresh commentary on it — without 
which no sect can be founded in this country. 



INTRODUCTION 


THE AUTHOR AND DATE OF THE SUTRAS 

About Badarayana, the author of the Sutras, 
very little is known to-day. Tradition, however, 
identifies him with Vyasa, the author of the Gita 
and the Mahabharata. Sankara, however, in hi* 
commentaries refers to Vyasa as the author of the 
Mahabharata, and the author of the Sutras he 
refers to as Badarayana. Perhaps to him these 
two personalities were different. His followers, 
Vachaspati, Anandagiri and others identify 
Vyasa and Badarayana, while Ramanuja and 
other commentators on the Sutras attribute it to 
Vyasa. 

Deussen infers from the cross references in 
the works of Jaimini and Badarayana that they 
may have been combined by a later editor into 
one work, and provided with ihe cross references. 
This combined work, he says, was commented upon 
by TJpavarsha on whose work the commentaries 
of Sahara on the Purva Mimamsa and Sankara on 
the Uttara Mimamsa rest. Sankara’s commen- 
tary on 3. 3. 53 gives support to this last view 
and it also explains the popular* idea that the two 
Mimamsas form one Sastra. This combined work 
might well have been arranged by Vyasa, the 
author of the Mahabharata. Or it may be that 
he had written them himself according to the 
views that were traditionally handed down as 
Badarayana’ s. This latter view easily accounts 
for the reference to Badarayana by name in the 

B 
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Sutras. That such a thing was not uncommon 
in ancient India is established by Colebrook on 
the authority of Indian commentators of Mann 
and Yajnavalkya . 1 Max Muller also says that 
Badarayana and other similar names are simply 
eponymous heroes of different philosophies . 1 

in support of the view that the two persons 
are one it can be pointed out that there existed 
in the time of Panini Sutras known as Bhikshu- 
Sutras which are identified by Vachaspati with 
the Vedanta-Sutras. The subject-matter of the 
Vedanta-Sutras being Brahman, the/ knowledge 
of which is pre-eminently meant for Sannyasins, 
it might well be called Bhikshu-Sutras. Panini 
in his Sutras ascribes these Bliiksliu-Sutras to 
Parusarya, the son of Parasara, /.<*., Veda-Vyasa, 
wlio was also called Badarayana as he had his 
A shram a. at Badari in the Himalayas. That the 
Vedanta-Sutras and Purva Mimamsa-Sutras must 
have existed before Panini can also be inferred 
from the commentary on both of them by TTpa- 
varsha who is said to be the Guru of Panini in 
the Katha-saritsagara, though we must admit it 
cannot be conclusively proved that the two Upa- 
varshas are oue and the same person. 

The identity of tlie Vedanta-Sutras and the 
Bhikshu-Sutras would no doubt fix the date of 

1 The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy (1912 Impression ) % 

p. 120. 
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the Sutras very early, before Buildha, and a 
question may arise how sueli an early work could 
have referred to various other schools of philoso- 
phy of a much later date and refuted them. In 
this connection we must not forget that the 
.author of the Sutras does not refer to any founder 
of the different schools by name. He even does 
not use tlie technical terms of the different, schools 
as they are known to. us to-day. During that 
great, philosophical ferment which followed at 
ihe close of the I panishadic period various meta- 
physical views were held which later developed 
in definite channels. Therefore the fact, that 
Badarayana is acquainted with certain systems of 
■thought which later came to be associated with 
•certain names does not show that Badarayana 
was later than' these persons. These later names 
•were by no means the original founders of these 
systems of thought, but only gave deiinite shape 
1o some particular thought that was found in that 
nnass of philosophical speculations which existed 
an that period. Badarayana could anticipate 
even the Buddhistic, and Jaina schools, for 
Buddha and Mahavira also were not flu* found- 
ers of any altogether new schools of philosophy 
but imbibed much of the thought current in the 
•country at the time. There was no revolutionary 
departure in their philosophy, but it was their 
great personality that shaped the history of India 
for centuries. As regards Jaina thought we know 
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definitely that it existed from even before tker 
time of Parswanath (8tli or 9th century B. C.). 
In fact all these systems must have belonged to 
the same period of philosophical ferment which 
preceded the rise of Buddhism. Thus a writer of 
the Vedanta-Sutras before Buddha may well be 
acquainted with the different schools of philo- 
sophy refuted in the Tarkapada of that book,, 
though they might not have existed in the form 
in which we know them to-day or in the form in 
which they have been refuted by Sankara. 

Moreover, that the Vedanta-Sutras were' 
known to exist before Buddha can also be made 
out from the Gita. The date of the Gita and the- 
original Mahabharata, of which the Gita is a* 
part, can be fixed before the time of Buddha. 
Both of them are pre-Buddhistic, for they contain- 
no reference to Buddha and Buddhism. Quota- 
tions from both are found in Bodhavana who 
belongs to 400 B.O. The language of the Gita 
also seems to belong to a period before Panini.. 
He is also conversant with the epic characters.. 
So we can well say that the Gita and the Maha- 
bharata were known before Buddha. Now we 
find a (dear reference to the Brahma-Sutras, in 
Gita 10.4, where the word ‘ Brahma-Sutra-padaih’ 
occurs. This is a definite reference to the 
Vedanta-Sutras. The full text runs as follows: 
‘‘This has been sung by the Risliis in various, 
ways and in different metres and definitely and 
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logically by the words of the Brahma-Sutras.” 
Tilak argues in his Gita-Rahasya that the first 
half refers to teachings which are disconnected 
.and unsystematic and therefore refers to the 
TTpanishads, while the later half to something* 
definite and logical — a difference that is clearly 
brought out by this stanza and therefore refers to 
the systematized thought in the Vedanta-Sutras. 
Max Muller too is of opinion that the Vedanta 
‘Sutras belong to an earlier period than the Gita 1 
■and in the text just quoted he finds a clear refer- 
ence to the recognized title of the Vedanta or 
Brahma-Sutras. 2 Indian commentators on the 
Gita like Ramanuja, Madhwa and others identify 
ithe Vedanta-Sutras in this passage of the Gita. 

But if the Vedanta-Sutras be of an earlier 
date than the Gita, how could it contain refer- 
ences to the Gita? in Sutras 2. 3. 45 and 4. 2. 21 
all the commentators quote the same text of the 
Gita, and there seems to be no doubt that they 
are right. These cross references show that the 
author of the Gita had a hand in the present 
recension of the Sutras. This is also made clear 
by the rejection of the fourfold Vyuha of the 
Bliagavatas both by the Gita and the Sutras and 
the gr^at predominance given to the Sankhya 
school in both. The Gita accepts the Sankhya 

1 The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, p. 113. 

2 Ibid , p 118. 
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view of creation but modifies it to some extent 
and makes the Prad h ana subservient to the- 
•Supreme Brahman which is non-dual. In the 
Vedanta-Sutras also the author refutes the 
dualism of the Sankhyas. Otherwise he has no- 
objection to accepting* the Pradluina or Prakriti 
as a priiieiple dependant on the Supreme Lord 
(ride L 4. 2-»T). Sankara iu his Bhasliya on these* 
Sutras makes this quite clear. 

Prom what has been said above we find that 
there are strong* grounds for believing* that the 
Vedanta-Sutras must have existed before Buddha 
and that if ILidarayana and Veda-Yyasa are not 
one and the same person as tradition holds, the* 
latter must have had a hand in the present 
recension ot tile Sutras, though it is very difficult 
to say to what extent — whether it was by way of 
merely revising* the original Sutras of Badara- 
yaiui or writing* them down in j toto after the* 
teachings of Badaiavaua. 

(’OMMKM'ATOKS ON THK JIHAHMA-SPTKAS 

It has already been shown that the Brahma- 
Sutras of Badarayana somehow gained promi- 
nence and popularity and as a result all the great 
Acharvas have written commentaries on it. The 
oldest of the extant commentaries is by Sankara v 
the exponent of Monism. A Yrit-ti by Vpavarslia 
is mentioned by Sankara and Bhaskara i\m\ a 
^ ritti by Bodhayana is referred to and ofteik 
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quoted by Ramanuja in his Sri Bliashya. San- 
kara does not refer to Bodliayann. According to 
Vedanta Desika the two are one person. Unfor- 
tunately this work of Bodhayana is not available 
now. Ramanuja quotes also from the Dramida 
Bhasliya which evidently belongs to the Bhakti 
cult of Southern India. Sankara was followed 
by a host of commentators on these Sutras — 
Yadava Pra kasha, Bhaskara, Yijnana Bhiksliu, 
Ramanuja, Nilakanlha, Sripati, Nimbarka, 
Madliwa, Vallabha and Baladeva. There are even 
some recent commentaries, though of not much 
value. All these try to maintain that their 
system is the one that Badarayana propounded 
through his Sutras. 

At present, however, only five of these great 
commentators have a large following — Sankara, 
the exponent of Monism; Ramanuja, the expo- 
nent of Visishf advaita or qualified Monism; Nim- 
barka, the exponent of Bhedabhedavada or the 
theory of difference and non-difference; Madliwa, 
the exponent of Dualism; and Vallabha, the ex- 
ponent of Suddhadvaitavada. All of these sys- 
tems seem to be based on the views of one or 
other of the ancient Vedanta schools which we 
find Badarayana referring to in his Sutras. 

A question may be raised how the same work 
could have given rise to so many conflicting 
schools of thought. The reasons are many. In 
the first place the brevity of the Sutras leaves 
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much to be supplied by the commentator^, and in 
the absence of an universally accepted unbroken 
tradition each is free to do this according to his 
own preconceived ideas. Sometimes even without 
supplying anything the same Sutra is capable of 
being interpreted differently and even conveying 
quite the opposite meaning ( 0 .#. Sankara and 
Kamanuja on 3. 2. II) by the mere shifting of 
the stops. Again, while there is a tradition 
which is accepted more or less by all as regards 
the arrangement into chapters and sections, there 
is no such accepted tradition as regards the divi- 
sion into Adhikaranas (topics), nor is there any- 
thing authoritative to guide us as to which Sutras 
form the JIurvapaksha or the prima facie view 
and which give the Siddhanta or the author’s 
view. So every one is free to divide the Sutras 
into topics according to his own choice and regard 
any Sutras as giving the author’s view. Then 
again, the Sutras do not give any reference as 
to which texts of the scriptures are being dis- 
cussed and as a result the commentator is free to 
select any texts from that vast repertory, so 
much so that it often happens that different com- 
mentators see different topics discussed in the 
same 'set of Sutras. Added to all this is the 
difficulty that Badarayana is often silent as re- 
gards his own decision and that on fundamental 
questions. He merely gives the views of different 
Veduntins and ends the topic (vide 1. 4. 20-22). 
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The five great commentators more or less 
agree on certain points, especially where the 
author attacks the principles of the non-Vedantic 
schools. All of them agree that Brahman is the 
cause of this world and that knowledge of It 
leads to final emancipation which is the goal to 
he attained; also that Brahman can be known 
•only through the scriptures and not through 
mere reasoning. But they differ amongst them- 
selves as to the nature of this Brahman, Its 
causality with respect to this world, the relation 
of the individual soul to It and the condition of 
tire soul in the state of release. 

Brahman according to Sankara is attribute- 
less, immutable, Pure Intelligence.* Jswara 
according to him is a product of Maya — the 
highest reading of the Nirguna Brahman by the 
individualized soul. The world is a Yivarta or 
apparent transformation through Maya of the 
Nirguna Brahman but not in reality. The Jiva 
in reality is all-pervading and identical with 
Brahman, though as individualized by its Upadhi 
(adjunct), the internal organ, it regards itself as 
atomic, as an agent, and as a part of the Lord. 
The knowers of the Nirguna Brahman attain It 
directly and have not to go by 4 'the path of the 
gods”. It is the knowers of the Saguna Brah- 
man that go by that path to Brahmaloka from 
where they do not return but attain Brahman at 
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the end of t he cycle. Knowledge is tlt^ only 
means to Liberation. 

To Ramanuja and the other commentator* 
Brahman is not attributeless but- an essentially 
Personal (rod possessing* infinite benign attri- 
butes. They hold that though personality as we 
experience it in man is limited, it need not be 
invariably eonnected with personality as Sankara 
thinks, so as to contradict infinity. They do not. 
accept the Mava doctrine, for to them the world 
is real, and so they accept that the world is pro- 
duced from Brahman. Madhwa, however, accepts 
It only as the efficient- cause and not as the 
material cause also. The Jiva according to them 
is really atomic, an agent, and a part of the 
Lord. The k newer of Brahman goes by the path 
of the gods to Brahmaloka where lie attains 
Brahman and does not return to this mortal 
world. They do not make any distinction of 
higher and lower knowledge like Sankara. 
According to them Bhakti is the chief means to* 
Liberation, and not Juana. 

Thus to all of them Brahman, the world, and 
the souls are all realities. Ramanuja integrates 
the three into one organic, whole and says that 
Brahman has for Its body the other two. Nim~ 
barka integrates the three by his Bhedabheda- 
vada, i.c. the relation of the sentient and insen- 
tient world with Brahman is one of difference 
and non-difference. Madhwa, a thorough-going 
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dualist, regards these three as quite independent, 
eternal entities, though Brahman is the ruler ot 
the other two. To Vallabha the world and the 
souls are Brahman itself. They are real and; 
their relation to Brahman is one of identity, as 
that ot parts to a whole. 1 


SANKARA S INTKRIMU/r VTIOX OE THE SVTltAS 

There is a strong* opinion eurrent amongst 
scholars to-day that whatever be the merit of 
Sankara’s metaphysical doctrines considered bv 
themselves or even as doctrines elucidating the 
teachings ot the 1 panishads, he is not faithful to* 
Badarayana in his interpretation of the Sutras. 
They hold that Badarayana was ignorant of a* 
twofold Brahman and consequently of a twofold 
knowledge; that he was not aware of the doctrine* 
of Maya and so did not hold that the world was 
unreal, but that Brahman underwent a real 
change into this world-order; and that the Sutras, 
do not hold the view of absolute identity of 
the individual soul and Brahman. In short their 
view is that the system of Badarayana is a theistic 
system which has more affinities with the system^ 
of Ramanuja and Nimbarka than with Sankara’s- 

* 

1 For details, see the various Bhashvas on Sutras 1. 1. 2. 

1. 4. 23, 26, 2. 1. 26-28, 2. 3. 18-53, 3. 2, 11-30, 4. 2 12-14, 
and 4. 4. 1-7, 
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pure Non-dualism. This view is nothing new. 
Bliaskara at the beginning of his commentary on 
the Sutras accuses Sankara of this very thing. But 
the same time we can also cite Sandilya, the 
/author of the Bhakti-Sutras, who in Sutra 30 of 
his work refers to Badarayana as a Monist, which 
shows that the view that Badarayana was an 
Abliedavadin was prevalent in ancient days, even 
as early as the Sutra period. 

It is not possible to deal with such a contro- 
versial subject in a short Introduction like this. 
All the same we shall take some salient points 
connected with this discussion and try to see how 
far such a criticism against Sankara is justified. 
At the outset, however, it is fair to admit that at 
places Saukara's interpretations seem to be far- 
fetched; hut this is by no means a defect of bis 
Bhashya alone but of all the other extant 
Bhashya s as well. Moreover, in such a critical 
-study we shall not gain much if ,we follow the 
letter of the Sutras, missing the general spirit of 
The work as a whole. Tt is possible to give a con- 
sistent interpretation of the Sutras by following 
The letter of the Sutras and at the same time miss 
the general spirit of the work as a whole. 

4 'The Sruti texts give rise to a wrong view if they 
^ire not studied as one connected whole’ ’ — in other 
words the letter often kills the spirit. 



INTRODUCTION 


XLS 


Sutra 2 aims at a Nirguna Brahman: 

To start with, let us take the definition of 
Brahman given by Badarayana in Sutra 2. Sutra 
1 says that Brahman is to be inquired into, for the 
knowledge of It leads to Moksha (Liberation). The 
next Sutra defines Brahman and so naturally we 
have to understand that the Brahman the know- 
ledge of which gives Moksha is defined here. As 
such we get a Saguna Brahman as the subject- 
matter of the Sastra and not the Nirguna Brahman 
of Sankara which is Existence, Knowledge, Bliss 
Absolute. So it appears that the author at the 
very beginning of the work precludes any chance 
of Sankara’s doctrine being read in his Sutras. 
But let us investigate into the matter a little and 
see whether it is actually so. 

After the statement in Sutra 1 that Brahman 
is to be known, naturally the question about the 
nature of Brahman arises. The Sutrakara (apho- 
rist) here anticipates an objection that Brahman 
cannot be defined at all. Eor whatever we cognize 
in this world is limited and as such cannot be a 
characteristic of Brahman which is infinite. A 
limited thing cannot define an unlimited thing. 
Nor can any characteristic which is absolutely 
beyond our experience, like Reality etc., define 
Brahman, for it is only a well-known characteris- 
tic that defines a thing and distinguishes it from 
other things. Again the scriptures cannot define 
Brahman, for being absolutely unique It cannot 
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he expressed in speech. Thus in the absence of 
nny definition Brahman cannot be a thing worth 
inquiring into and cannot serve any human pur- 
pose. To refute all such objections the Sutrakara 
.defines Brahman in Sutra 2. (i runted that the 
wm Id we experience cannot define Bralnnan as 
being a quality of It or as being identical with It, 
yet the quality of being the (supposed) cause of 
the world may indicate It. “Birth etc.’' men- 
tioned in the Sutra define Brahman per arcidetis. 
Though they inhere in the world and do ilot per- 
tain to Brahman, the causality connected there- 
with pertains to Brahman and therefore file defini- 
tion holds good. This causality indicates Brahman 
even as the snake indicates the rope when we say 
that that which is the snake is tin* rope, where the 
rope is indicated by tin* snake ow T iug to the illusory 
•conned ion between the two. This definition, 
theietore, actually aims at the Nirguna Brahman 
and cannot bo taken as a definition of the Saguna 
Brahma n. 1 

Again tht' Sutra refers to the Taittiriya text, 
“That from which these beings are born... That 
is Brahman' 1 etc. (d.l) and the word ‘that’ here 
refers to the Brahman defined as Existence, 
Knowledge, and Infinite in the immediately pre- 
ceding section, the Ananda Yalli. Therefore from 

1 Bhamati and Ratnaprabha on Sankara's comments on 
Sutra 2. 
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this text itself we get at the leal nature of 
Brahman. 

Yet it may be questioned why the author 
should give an indirect definition of Brahman in- 
stead. of defining It in its real nature as, ‘Exist- 
ence, Know ledge, Bliss is Brahman/ ’ The answer 
is that l be author has loll owed here the univer- 
sally accepted principle of taking a student step 
by stej) from a lower to a higher truth, from a 
grosser to a subtler one. it is indeed by first 
pointing to the end of the branch of a tree that 
one points out the moon to the child. Similarly, 
first Brahman as the Cause is distinguished from 
tliis world of products, and finally by saying that 
from Bliss this universe is born, It is differentia- 
ted from other probable causes like atoms, the 
Cradhana, etc. In this way finally Brahman’s 
real nature as distinguished from everything else 
is described. The aspirant whose mind is turned 
away from the world of the senses first compre- 
hends Brahman as the cause of the world. 
Though in Itself as the Inner Self Brahman is 
immediate, yet we have the idea that It is remote. 
Hence the Sruti first teaches that Brahman is the 
cause ot the world, and then to remove this false 
notion of remoteness it teaches that It is one with 
the Inner Self. So long as this identity is not 
realized, It appears to be the cause of the world. 

That Bliss which admits of no difference is 
Brahman we learn from the Chhandogya 
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Upanisliad. “The Bliunian (Infinite) only is Bliss, 
This Infinite we must desire to understand’ * 
(7.24.1). VV r hat is this Infinite which is called 
Bliss ? The Upanishad explains: “Where one 
sees nothin# else, hears nothing else, understands- 
nothin# else, that is the infinite. Where one sees- 
somefhiug else, hears somethin# else, under- 
stands somethin# else, that is the finite. The- 
infinite is immortal, the finite is mortal” {Ibid. 
7.24.1). This non-dual Bliss is the Infinite, the 
Brahman defined in Ananda Yalli as Existence. 
Knowledge, Infinite is Brahman, and from this all 
creation springs — so understood Bhrigu, the son of 
Varuna. 

Again the Taittiriya text, “That from which 
all beings are born... Try to know that. That is- 
Brahman,” aims at defining a non-dual Brahman 
as the only reality and does not define a Saguna 
Brahman. It defines Brahman as the efficient 
and also as the material cause of the universe, 
since It is the place of dissolution of the world. 
Being the material cause of everything. It is the 
basic reality behind everything and this gives rise 
to the intuition that Brahman is non-dual and 
that everything else is unreal. Its being the 
efficient cause also establishes the fact that It is 
non-dual, as it precludes anything else being such 
an efficient cause. Thus this definition, which is- 
but one, qualifies per acrid ms the non-dual Brah- 
man as both the efficient and material cause of 
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the universe. This material causality of Brahman 
which is non-dual, immutable Intelligence can- 
not be one of origination, as by primeval atoms 
by whose combination something new is created; 
nor can it be one of modification, as of the Pra- 
dhana of the Sankhyas. It is through Yivarta or 
apparent modification through Maya or Nescience 
that Brahman is transformed into this universe. 
This universe is therefore illusory. 1 That this is 
in accordance with Badaray ana’s view is made 
clear by the fact that he uses the word ‘Sat’ as a 
characteristic epithet to denote Brahman, which 
he would not have done if he had considered the 
Jivas and the world also real like Brahman (vide 
Sutra 2.3. 9). The word ‘Sat’ here is interpreted 
by all commentators to denote Brahman. 

Thus we find that this definition is given by 
Badarayana to indicate a Nirguna (attributeless) 
and Nirvisesha (absolute) Brahman and not a 
Saguna Brahman and lie has selected a significant 
text from the wide range of scriptural texts for 
defining his Brahman. 

Is Brahman the real or apparent cause of the 
world? 

Now let us take up the Sutras about the 
causality of Brahman, viz. Sutras 1. 4. 23-27 and 
Sutra 2. 1. 14. Before that let us have a brief 


1 Siddh&ntalesha, Brahma Lakshanavichiira. 
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summary of the work up to 2. 1. 14. After de- 
fining Brahman in Sutra 2 the Sutrakara from 
1. 1. 5 to 1. 4. 13 and in 1. 4. 23-27 shows that all 
the scriptural texts teach that Brahman is both 
the efficient and the material cause of the uni- 
verse, refuting the Sankhyas in 1. 1. 5-11 and in 
1. 4. 1-13. Sutras 1. 4. 14-22 refute the Sankhyan 
objection that there are contradictions in the 
ttruti texts with respect to the First Cause. 
Finally Sutra 28 says that by what has been said 
against the Sankhyas the others also are refuted. 
Sutras 2. 1. 1-3 reject the authority of the San- 
khya and Yoga Smritis as against the scriptures. 
Sutras 4-11 answer through reasoning without the 
aid of texts the Sankhyan objection based on 
reasoning that Brahman cannot be the material 
cause of the world, for It and the world are of 
different nature and as such the relation of cause 
and effect cannot exist between them. Sutra 12 
refutes the validity of reasoning in matters tran- 
scendental and thus refutes all schools which arrive 
at their doctrines through reasoning. Sutra 13 
answers another objection of the Sankhyas that if 
Brahman be the material cause, then there would 
result non-distinction between enjoyer and things 
enjoyed, a fact established by experience. The 
Sutra refutes it saying that such a difference can 
exist in non-diff event things even as we have 
waves, foam, etc. in the sea and so the Vedantic 
doctrine cannot be set aside on the ground of 
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-contradiction to our experience. Now, duality and 
non-duality cannot exist in one and the same 
4hing, for they are mutually contradictory. The 
example of the sea and the waves would be apt 
if Brahman had aspects, but non-dual reality does 
not admit of such aspects. Moreover, Sutra Id 
has not established the truth of the scriptural 
statement, “By the knowledge of the one every- 
thing else is known’ * which was referred to 
in Sutra 1. 4. 2d. To establish these two 

things Sutras 14-20 declare that the effects are in 
reality non-different from the cause, Le. they have 
no existence apart from the cause. 1 Non-differ- 
ence here does not mean identity but that there is 
no difference. 2 3 * In other words the two, Brahman 
and the world, have not the same grade of reality/ 5 
That is what is meant. If the world is something 
different from Brahman it would contradict such 
Sruti texts as, “All this was but the Self” (Brih. 
I. 4. 1., 1. 4. 17). Again if the world is real, it 
'would contradict texts like, “There is nothing 
whatsoever here” (Brih. 4. 4. 19). Therefore the 
world is non-different from Brahman. But iden- 
tity is not what is meant by non-difference, for 
this is impossible between the world and Brahman, 
dhey being mutually different in nature. Hence 


1 Sankara on Sutra 14. 

^ Bhamati on Sutra 14. 

3 

Siddhantalesha, Brahmakaranatvavichara. 
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non-difference means that it has no existence apart 
from Brahman, it precludes difference. The* 
denial of identity, however, does not establish 
the difference of the world and Brahman, but 
establishes the apparent identity or the illusory 
nature of the world, even as the illusory snake is 
seen in the rope. This is what the Chhaiulogya 
text (>. 1. 4 tries to teach. Thus only by the 
knowledge of one thing can everything* be known, 
on any other assumption it would be impossible 
to establish it. The non-difference of the world 
from Brahman being established, the question 
naturally arises that Brahman would then be res- 
ponsible for creating evil for the Jiva which is- 
one with It. This is answered in Sutras 2. 1. 
21-28. Sutras 24-25 show how Brahman, though 
destitute of materials and instruments, yet is the 
cause of the world even as milk turns into curds 
without, any extraneous help. The example cited 
raises a fresh objection in Sutra 2G that Brahman 
cannot at the same time be both immutable and 
be transformed into the world. Against this 
Sutra 27 says that the Sruti states both these 
views and so they have to be accepted, as the 
Sruti is the only authority with respect to 
Brahman. As to how these two views are to be 
reconciled, Sutra 28 says that even as in the in- 
dividual soul diverse creation exists in the dream 
state without marring its indivisibility, so also 
thid world springs from Brahman. This example 
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which is cited is very significant as it shows that 
Badarayana was quite familiar with Mavavada — 
that he considered this world unreal in a higher 
sense even as the dream world is Maya (3. 2. 3). 
These two Sutras together with Sutras 2. 3. 50 
and 3. 2. 18 show that he viewed the world as 
unreal. The subsequent Sutras establish that 
Brahman through Maya possesses all powers 
necessary for creation and so on. 

In the above summary we find how logically 
and consistently Sankara has interpreted the 
Sutras which leaves no room for disputes as to 
what Badarayana meant in these Sutras. 

Thus in the whole of Chapter I and Section 1 
•of Chapter II Badarayana establishes the efficient 
and material causality of Brahman and in this 
his opponents are primarily the Sankhyas who 
•deny Its material causality. As they also quote 
the scriptures often in their support, they are the 
foremost opponents in Badaraynna’s view. He 
-disposes of others by saying that they too are 
re luted by these arguments. Sankara also, as 
shown above, has in Ch. I, Sec. 4 and Ch. II, 
Sec. 1 consistently interpreted the Sutras as 
directed against the Sankhyas or as answering 
their objections. 

Some critics of Sankara, however, think that 
the reasoning employed by the aphorist against 
the Sankhyas in Sutras 4-11 of Ch. II, Sec 1, 
especially Sutra 6, would be hardly appropriate 
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from Sankara’s point of view, for according to 
him the world springs not from Brahman as In- 
telligence, but in so far as It is associated with 
Maya. Similarly Sutra 24 which says that 
Brahman transforms Itself into the world like 
milk would be inappropriate if the world were 
unreal; Sutra 4. 23 where Brahman is said 1o 
be the material and efficient cause of the world 
does not say that Brahman is the material catise 
through Maya; on the other hand Sutra 1. 4. 2(> 
uses the word ‘ Parinamat’ to show how Brahman 
is (‘hanged into the world. 

This criticism does not seem to be relevant. 
In Sutras 2. 1. 4-11 the Sankhyas’ objection 
against the Vedantic doctrine of the material 
causality of Brahman is answered. Here the 
author is concerned only with establishing Brah- 
man as the material cause and thus refuting tlv# 
dualism of the Sankhvas who posit an indepen- 
dent principle, the Pradhana, as the First Cause, 
and not with the true nature of this causality. 
I p to Sutra 13 he refutes the objection from the 
Sankhyas’ own realistic standpoint. His own 
view as to the true significance of the causality 
is established in Sutra 14. It is not true that 
Sankara holds that Brahman as Bure Intelligence 
is not tlie material cause, but only as endowed 
with Maya. Brahman or Pure Intelligence as 
such is the material cause of the world as Sutra 
1. 4. 23 says. But because of this, we cannot 
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expect the effect, the world, to be similar to the 
cause in all respects. This is made clear by- 
Sankara in his commentary on Sutra 2. 1. (> 
where he says that they cannot be similar in all 
respects, for if they were, then there would be 
nothing like cause and effect, nor would they be 
called by different names. What is essential for 
establishing the relation of cause and effect is 
that some qualities of the cause must be found in 
the effect also, and this is satisfied in the case of 
Brahman and the world. Everything in this 
world exists and this quality is obtained from 
Brahman which is existence; everything is also 
illumined by Intelligence which is Brahman. So 
Sutra 1. 4. 23 which says that Brahman as In- 
telligence is the cause is not contradicted accord- 
ing to Sankara’s view. This Sutra further says, 
“This view not contradicting the proposition and 
illustration cited in Chh. 6. 1. 4.” In what 
sense the material causality of Brahman as In- 
telligence does not contradict this enunciation, is 
shown by the aphorist in 2. 1. 14. From these 
Sutras Sankara says that both Brahman and 
Maya are the cause of the world. Brahman 
through Vivarta, and Maya through Parinama; 
and the qualities of both are found in the effect, 
the world, as we gather from our cognition of a 
pot, ‘The pot exists,’ ‘The pot is inert’ where as 
existence the pot is indentical with Brahman 
which is existence itself, and as inert it is identical 
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with Maya which is inert. Everything in this 
world has five elements in its make-up viz . 
Asti, Bhati, Priya, Naina, and Rupa, the former 
three have Brahman for its material cause corres- 
ponding to the three factors, Existence, Intelli- 
gence and Bliss, and the last two consist of Maya 
and are unreal. No doubt the aphorist takes the 
Parinama view as a workable basis in refuting 
the Sankhyas. But we have already said that it 
is a well established principle of Indian teachers 
to take the aspirant step by step to the final truth. 
So Badarayana, by taking the Parinama view- 
point in his earlier Sutras where Brahman is re- 
ferred to as the Cause and establishing Vivarta 
in 2. 1. 14, has only followed this universally 
accepted method. That the author is not for 
Parinamavada is made clear by him in Sutras 
2V>-2* 8. Sutra 28 clearly establishes the unreality 
of the world, it being illusory like the dream 
world. 

Coming to Ramanuja’s commentary we find 
that he is not so logical or consistent as Sankara. 
According to him Brahman has for Its body the 
entire universe with all its sentient and insen- 
tient beings in all Tts states. When the souls 
and matter are in the subtle state. Brahman is in 
the causal condition and when they are in the 
gross state It is in the effect state. The effect, 
i.e. the world, is thus seen to be non-different 
from the cause, i.e. the Supreme Brahman (vide 
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/Sri Bhashya Sutras 1. 4. 27 and 2. 1. 15). Badara- 
;yana does not seem to hold this view, for nowhere 
does he say that Brahman has for Its body 
the souls and matter. Even if 2. 3. 43 should 
mean that the souls are the body of Brahman, 
there is no similar Sutra to show that matter too 
is Its body. Moreover, if Brahman is the 
material cause of the world through Its insentient 
part only, as the above view leads to, then Sutra 
1. 4. 23 which says that Brahman as Intelli- 
gence is the material cause would be contradicted 
and Sutras 2. 1. 26-28 also would be useless, for 
the question of the whole of Brahman passing 
over into the world does not arise at all. Nor 
• can the relation of cause and effect exist between 
Brahman in the causal and the effect stale for it 
is the same Brahman in either case. Even if 
such a relationship be granted, it would make 
Sutras 2. 1. 4-6 meaningless, for the^re can be no 
difference of nature in Brahman in the two states 
as between Brahman and the world — the sentient 
and the insentient. Ramanuja directs Sutra 14 
against the Vaiseshikas, but we do not find the 
author making anybody else but the Sankhyas 
the opponents. The rest he disposes of by saying 
that the arguments against the Sankhyas refute 
others also (vide 1. 4. 28 and 2. 1. 12). The in- 
terpretation of Sutra 2. 1. 28 by Ramanuja is 
very far-fetched. His explanation that because 
things possess different qualities owing to the 
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difference in their essential nature, Brahman 
which is unique can possess qualities beyond our 
experience, is not to the point, while Sankara* $ 
interpretation is very happy as it gives us an 
idea as to how it is possible for Brahman to create 
the world and yet remain immutable. Moreover,. 
Kamanuja has not explained in Sutras 20-28 the 
contradiction in the Sruti texts, while Sankara’s 
interpretation reconciles the contradiction through 
reasoning, and such reasoning as is not against 
the Sruti texts is quite acceptable to all Vedan- 
tins; in fact that is what that author proposes to 
do in this Uttara-Mimanisa work of his. 

Coming to Nimbarka, his line of argument on 
these Sutras relating to the causality of Brahman 
is to establish the Bhedabheda doctrine. Sutra 
2. 1. 13 he interprets first like Sankara. But in 
Sutra 14 the word he interprets as 

f d 3 ‘not absolutely different/ That 

is, the effect is not absolutely different from 
the cause : it has no separate existence from 
Bt oilman. Thus from Sutra 13 which vsays that 
Brahman and the Jiva are different, Sutras 4-f> 
which say that the insentient world is different 
from It and Sutra 14 which says that they have 
no separate existence apart from Brahman, Nim- 
barka concludes that between Brahman and the 
sentient and insentient world there is difference as 
well as non-difference. But such a thing in one and 
the same entity is impossible. The Chhandogya 
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text says that the clay alone is real aucl not 
the things made of clay, for they are mere names, 
unreal. Take for example a clay pot; when we 
cognize it as a pot we are not conscious of its be- 
ing clay and when we cognize it as clay we miss, 
the pot, though both these aspects are inherent in 
it. So we have to conclude that its nature is 
illusory, for it is not cognized as what it is. That 
which is non-different from a thing and yet 
appears to be different and which depends upon 
the non-difference for its existence cannot but be 
illusory. So between the pot and the clay, the 
latter alone is real and not the pot. Similar is the 
case with Brahman and the world. Brahman 
alone is real and the world is unreal. “When all 
this is but the Self, how could one see another ?’ r 
(Brih. 2. 4. 14). Chhandogya b, lb calls one who 
sees variety as false-minded and the one who sees 
unity as true-minded. But to people who are in 
ignorance both difference and non-difference seem 
to be real, the unity being understood through 
the scriptures and variety through direct percep- 
tion. This is only a relative or Vyavaharika 
state. The truth is unity. Therefore Nimbarka’s- 
view cannot be correct. 

Does Padarmjana accept the Pdncharutra view? 

In Section 2 of Chapter IT the author takes- 
the offensive. So long he was on the defensive. 
In the whole of this section he refutes through 
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veo soiling* alone, without recourse to the Sruti 
texts, the various schools of philosophy of the 
time. In this section he refutes those schools of 
thought that were regarded by the orthodox sec- 
tion as outside the sphere of the Vedas. We have 
enough references in ancient works like the Maha- 
bharata and some of the Puranas that all these 
schools refuted in Section 2 by the author were so 
regarded. The Siva Mahimna Stotra contains the 
verse which shows 

that Sankhya, Yoga, Pasupata and Vaishnava 
(which includes Pancharatra) schools of thought 
were regarded as different from spft or the 
Yedic religion with its two branches, Karma- 
kunda and Jnanakanda. Moreover, we find that 
in many works of the Pancharatra school the 
Vedas are held in contempt. Sankara himself 
quotes such a text. The scholiasts (irovindananda 
ami Anandagiri also quote similar texts. There- 
fore they must have been definitely regarded by 
the ancients as outside the pale of the Vedas and 
we cannot reasonably expect Badarayana to have 
accepted their view as his final conclusion in a 
work meant to systematize the orthodox thought 
of the ( panishads. Of course, to that portion 
which does not contradict the Vedas he has no 
objection; nor has Sankara, as he has made it 
•clear in his Bhashya on Sutras 42 and 43. Rama- 
nuja, however, sees in Sutras 44 and 45 the 
acceptance of the Pancharatra doctrine by a 
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refutation of the objections raised against it in 
Sutras 42-43. But his interpretations are 
stretched. Sutra 45 lie twists to mean, “And 
because the creation of the soul is contradicted 
by this Sastra”, saying thereby that the question 
raised in Sutra 42 as to the creation of the soul 
does not arise at all, as this school does not hold 
the view. The way in which this Sutra is stretch- 
ed by Ramanuja can easily be seen by comparing 
it with Sutra 10 where Badaravana uses the same 
wording, “And on account of contradiction, ’’ etc. 
to mean that contradiction in the Sankhya system 
makes it unacceptable to the wise. This seems to- 
be the Sutrakara’s view here also. Dr. Thibaut 
thinks, “It would not be unnatural proceeding to 
close the polemical section with a defence of that 
doctrine which in spite of objections has to be 
viewed as the true one.” But that being the pur- 
pose of the whole work itself, we cannot reasonably 
think that the author establishes his doctrine in 
these two Sutras. Moreover, no other commenta- 
tor sees the acceptance of the Pancharatra doc- 
trine in this topic. Vallabha follows Sankara. 
Nimbarka sees the refutation of Raktivada in the 
topic. He is therefore consistent in that he 
regards the whole of Section 2 as being devoted to 
a refutation of views not acceptable to the author. 
He accepts the Pancharatra system and so he 
finds some other subject in this topic, though on 
this account his interpretation is not happy. But 
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if Vyasa had any hand in this work as already 
shown, then we cannot but see the refutation of 
the Pancharatra system in these Sutras, for we 
find that he does not accept this doctrine even in 
his Gita. 

The JivfTs real nature: 

Now we come to Sutras 2. 3. 16-53 which deal 
with the nature of the soul and its relation to 
Brahman. All except Sankara interpret these 
Sutras to mean that the soul is atomic, an agent, 
and a part of the Lord. Sankara alone says that 
the atomicity, agency, and being a part are not 
the Jiva's real nature, Init its nature as a Sam- 
sarin (transmigrating entity) and that in reality it 
is all-pervasive and identical with Brahman. 

The author defines Brahman as the cause etc. 
of this world of sentient and insentient things in 
Sutra 2, referring to the Taittiriya text, “That 
out of which all these creatures are born’ ’ etc. 
(3. 1). It is clear, therefore, that the world of 
sentient and insentient things lias sprung from 
Brahman. Hence the Jivas too have sprung from 
the Lord. But in Sutra 17 the author says that 
the individual soul is not produced. Thus he con- 
tradicts his definition and also the enunciation of 
the scriptures that “by the knowledge of one 
thing everything else is known’ ’ (Chh. 6. 1). 
The Sutrakara at every place makes this enuncia- 
tion the corner-stone of his argument. So we 
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have to reconcile it and the author’s definition of 
Brahman with his statement in Sutra 17 which 
drives us to the conclusion that the diva as such, 
as a Samsarin, is an effect, but in its real nature 
it is eternal and identical with Brahman. That 
the nature of the Jiva as we experience it is 
unreal is made clear by him in Sutra 16. What 
originates is its connection with its adjuncts, gross 
and subtle, which is unreal. From this stand- 
point it is also clear why the author treats the 
question of the Jiva’s nature and its relation to 
Brahman in this section which reconciles contra- 
dictions in the Sruti texts with respect to creation. 
There are different statements about the nature of 
the Jiva also and these he reconciles in this sec- 
tion, showing thereby that in its real nature it is 
not created and is identical with Brahman, but as 
a Samsarin it is an effect, atomic, an agent, and 
a part of Brahman. Even as Iswara or Brahman 
limited by Nescience is not eternal, so is the Jiva 
limited by the body, mind, etc. not eternal but 
in its true nature it is eternal. Bereft of their 
ITpadhis both are Pure Intelligence and identical. 
That is why the Taittiriya Upanishad after say- 
ing, “Existence, Knowledge, Infinite is Brah- 
man” (2. 1) says, “From That verily — from this 
Self — is the ether born” etc. (2. 1), thus identify- 
ing the self as bereft of all its Upadhis with 
Brahman. Taittiriya 2. 1, and 3. 1 cited by the 
Sutrakara in his definition of Brahman all refer 
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to the same Pure Intelligence. Thus the one* 
Existence, Knowledge, Infinite’ which is Pure 
Intelligence, reflected in Nescience is Iswara, 
and reflected in the Antahkarana (internal organ)- 
is the Jiva, which is borne out by the scriptural 
statement, “This Jiva has the effect for the 
adjunct and Iswara has the cause for the adjunct” 
(Sukharahasya Up. 2. 12). This seems to be the* 
true view-point which has guided the aphorist in 
framing the Sutras of Section 3, Chapter II and 
in which sense Sankara also has interpreted them. 
The enunciation also is not contradicted accord- 
ing to this interpretation. 

According to Ramanuja the souls are really 
effects of Brahman but have existed in It from all 
eternity as a mode or Prakara of Brahman. So 
also have the elements. Yet the latter are said 
to originate, as at the time of creation they 
undergo an essential change of nature. But the 
souls do not undergo such a change, they are 
always cognizing agents, but at the time of 
creation there is an expansion of their intelli- 
gence and in this sense alone, i.e. in the sense 
that there is no essential change in their nature 
at creation, are the souls said to be not created 
(rule Sri Bhashva 2. 3. 18) while the elements 
which undergo change in their essential nature 
are said to be created. Badarayana nowhere* 
says that the souls and Prakriti which form the 
body of Brahman are Its effects; nor does lie 
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anywhere declare such a difference between the 
souls and the elements. Again, according to Rama- 
nuja Brahman means not pure Being but as 
qualified by the souls and matter for Its body. 
This very conception of Brahman establishes that 
the relation between the souls and Brahman is as 
between a quality and the thing qualified and 
consequently 2. 3. 43 is redundant if the word 
‘part’ there should be interpreted to convey this 
idea. 

Ramanuja sees a refutation of Advaita iu 
Sutras 50-53. This does not seem to be intelli- 
gible at all, for the Advaitins do not say that the 
diva is all-pervading in its relative state. It is 
so in the state of release. Sankara makes it clear 
that the Jiva as such is limited and subject to 
injunctions and prohibitions, through its connec- 
tion with a grass body (2. 3. 48), and that even 
after the gross body fulls, on account of its finer 
Upttdhis, the Antahkarana etc. which accompany 
it even after death (4. 2. 1-0), it still continues 

to be individualized (2. 3. 30), and so there is no 

confusion in fruits of actions done in the gross 
body (2. 3. 49 and 50). It is only when this 
Fpadhi als&, which being something created and 
not eternal {vide 2. 4) and therefore liable to des- 
truction, is rent asunder, that the Jiva attains 
its real nature and is all-pervading. As such, 

Ramanuja’s refutation of Advaita falls flat. 

Sankara’s interpretation of these Sutras on the 
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•other hand is liappy. The Sutrakara, having 
established that the Jiva in its relative state is 
atomic and an agent but in reality all-pervading, 
refutes the view of those who hold that the Jivas 
are many arid all-pervading in their relative 
state itself. Nimbarka and Vallabha also see the 
same subject in this topic which shows that 
Ramanuja’s attempt to refute Advaita is far- 
fetched and not at all what the Sutrakara (apho- 
rist) means. 

Nimbarka too regards the Jivas and Prakriti 
as effects of Brahman; but while matter under- 
goes further modification after creation, the souls 
do not and in this sense the soul is said to be 
eternal by him also. Such a view stands refuted 
by the same arguments as are applied against 
Ramanuja’s view. Coming to Sutra 43 which 
says the Jiva is different as well as non-different 
from Brahman, it has already been shown by 
Sankara in 2. 1. 14 that such a thing is not 
possible in the same entity and that non-difference 
alone is real. 

Let us now conclude this topic by consider- 
ing the reasonableness or otherwise of taking 
Sulras 19-28 as the decisive view of the author. 
According to ihis view the soul is atomic, for the 
Sruti declares it to be so (Mu. 3. 1. 9) and other 
texts mention its passing out of the body, going 
to heaven, etc. But then the Sruti also describes 
the Supreme Self as atomic in texts like. 
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“Smaller than a grain of barley” ete. (Clili. 3. 
34. 3). So how can we say that the Jiva alone is 
atomic and not the Lord? It may be said that 
texts say that Brahman is all-pervading. “All- 
pervading like the ether and eternal” ete. ; 
“Greater than the sky, greater than heaven” ete. 
But then the Sruti texts describe the soul also as 
.all-pervadiug : “He is indeed the great unborn 
Self” (Brill. 4. 4. 22 ); “.lust as when a pot is 
carried, the pot alone is carried, not the ether 
inside it, even so is the diva compared to the 
•ether,” which expressly says it is all-pervading. 
Nor will it serve any purpose to say that Brah- 
man, being the material cause of the world, must 
be all-pervasive, for even the atomic Jiva (‘rentes 
several bodies (Kayavyuha) and rules them and 
-so Brahman though the material cause can yet 
be atomic. So neither by the Sruti texts nor by 
reasoning can the differentiation of Brahman and 
the Jiva as all-pervasive and atomic* be justified. 
But according to Advaita there is no disparity in 
its reasoning in the two cases. Brahman due to 
Upadlii (adjunct) appears atomic but in reality 
Jt is all-pervasive. So also is the Jiva in its 
real nature all-pervading and therefore identical 
with Brahman, though it appears to be atomic, 
an argent and so on owing to its limiting adjunct, 
Ihe Antahkarana. The primary texts say that 
Brahman and the Jiva in its real nature are all- 
pervadiug. The texts which speak of atomicity etc. 



BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


xlii 

are of a secondary import and so have to be 
explained otherwise. 1 

Is Brahman with or without attributes: 

Now let us take up the Sutras in Chapter 
III, Section 2, where Badaravana describes the 
nature of Brahman. Sutras 11-21 according to- 
Sankara deal with the reconciliation of texts 
which describe Brahman both as attributeless and 
as possessing attributes and mean that even from 
difference of place a twofold characteristic cannot 
be predicated of Brahman, because the scriptures- 
teach throughout that Brahman is without attri- 
butes (11). if it be said that such difference is 
taught by the scriptures we deny it, because with 
respect to each form the Sruti declares just t lie- 
opposite of that. .The Sruti explains at every ins- 
tance that the form is not true and that behind: 
all Upadhis there is one formless principle (vide 
Brill. 2. f>. 1) (12). Moreover, some teach thus- 
(Vide Katha. 4. 11) (1*1). Verily Brahman is 

formless, for that is the purport of the texts (14). 
And as formless light takes form, so does Brah- 
man take form in connection with Vpadliis which 
serve the purpose of Upasana (meditation) (15). 
It is Pure Intelligence (Hi). The Sruti and 
Simiti teach that It is attributeless (17). There- 
fore we have with respect to Brahman comparisons 


1 Siddhuntalesha, Jivanutvavichara. 
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like the images of the sun. The forms are mere 
reflections, they are not real (18). 

.Ramanuja and Nimbarka on ihe other hand 
see quite a different subject discussed in these 
Sutras. The topic is not whether Brahman is 
attributeless or possesses attributes, but whether 
It is polluted by imperfections owing* to Its being 
inside everything as the Inner Ruler, even as the 
soul being embodied is subject to imperfections 
due to its states of waking, dream, and dreamless 
•sleep described in Sutras 1-10. Therefore accord- 
ing to Ramanuja the Sutras mean that even ou 
account of place such as matter and soul there is 
aiot the possibility of the Supreme Lord being 
contaminated by imperfections, since everywhere 
in the scriptures Brahman is described as having 
a twofold characteristic, viz. freedom from imper- 
fections and possessing all blessed qualities (11). 
If it be said that since the soul also by nature 
possesses according to Chh. 8. 7 the twofold 
characteristic of Brahman and yet is subject, to 
imperfections due to its connection with a body, 
the Inner Ruler will likewise be subject to such 
•conditions owing to its connection with bodies, we 
deny it, for tile Sruti at every place denies it by 
tsuying that Brahman is immortal and therefore 
free from imperfections (vide Brill. 3. 7. 3 — 22). 
The imperfections in the soul are due to Karma 
and the Lord who is not subject to it is therefore 
free from such imperfections (12). Brahman can 
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be said to have no form, as It is the originator of 
name and form and therefore is not subject to 
Karma like the souls which being embodied are 
subject to it (14). To an objection that the 
differentiated form of Brahman is false, Sutra 15- 
a/ns we rs (hus : Even as on account of texts like, 
“Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinite” we 
have to accept that intelligence constitutes the 
essential nature of Brahman, so also we have to 
admit that It possesses a twofold characteristic, 
as otherwise such texts become meaningless (15). 
And the texts say that much only, i.e. that Brah- 
ma u has intelligence for its essential nature, and 
does not negative the other attributes of Brahman 
(lb). The Sruti and Smriti state thus# (IT). For 
this very reason are comparisons such As reflected 
images of the sun. Brahman, although abiding 
in manifold places, ever possesses the twofold 
characteristic and is not contaminated even as tile- 
sun reflected in dirty water is not polluted (18). 

Nimbarka also more or less follows Rama- 
nuja’s interpretation as regards Sutras 11-14. 
Sutras 15 and Hi he interprets in a different way, 
and sees in them an argument for establishing the 
authority of the Sruti as absolute in the matter 
discussed m 11-14. Sutras 17-21 lie interprets 
like Ramanuja, though lie reads 21 as a separate 
Sutra and not as a part of 20 as Ramanuja does. 

A giance through these three commentaries 
on these Sutras convinces one of the superiority 
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and reasonableness and also ol‘ the logical con- 
sistency of Sankara's interpretation. Moreover,, 
it has the merit of dealing with the solution of 
an important doubt that arises in the mind or 
even a casual reader of the Upanishads, viz. as 
to the nature of Brahman — whether it is quali- 
fied or non-qualified ; for the Sruti texts seem to* 
support both views though they are contradictory. 
Ramanuja and Nimbarka ignore such an impor- 
tant subject and see a less important subject dis- 
cussed in these Sutras. Secondly, they fail to- 
bring out the force of the words of the Sutras in 
bold relief as Sankara does, e.y. ‘twofold charac- 
teristic* of Sutra 11 which refers to contradictory 
qualities in Sankara, but not so in the other two. 
They therefore , seem to overlook what is actually 
taught in the Sutras and bring in a subject- 
matter not meant by the aphorist. We shall be 
doing an injustice to Badarayana to think with 
Ramanuja and Nimbarka that he had omitted to 
discuss such an important subject in his work 
meant to systematize the teachings of the ’Upani- 
shads. No doubt Ramanuja broaches this subject 
in Sutras 15 and 16 and says that both these 
views are to be accepted ; but his interpretation 
of Sutra 16 is indeed stretched and cannot be 
accepted, while Nimbarka does not discuss the 
subject at all. We cannot think with Ramanuja 
that Badarayana disposed of such an important- 
subject in one or two Sutras in a topic which 
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deals with quite a different subject-matter and 
•of less importance. Ramanuja’s introducing this 
subject in Sutras 15 and 16 is against the spirit 
of the Adhikarana (topic) even according to his 
ow;i interpretation. It is something which he 
forcibly introduces out ol all relation to the con- 
text, as anybody can easily see. 

In fact according to their interpretation of 
this Adhikarana the whole of it looks redundant 
.after what has been stated by them in 2. 1. 16. 
Finally the simile of the reflections of the sun is 
happier according to Sankara’s interpretation 
than according to that of the other two and the 
text cited by Ramanuja in Sutra 18 holds good 
.according to Sankara’s view also and more aptly. 

Sutras 22-60 Sankara takes as a separate 
topic and interprets 22 to 24 as follows: What 
has been mentioned up to this (i.e. the two forms 
of Brahman mentioned in Brill*. 2. 3. 1) is denied 
by the words ‘‘Not this, not this” (Brih. 2. 3. 6) 
and the Sruti says something more than that 
afterwards. It does not deny Brahman but Its 
forms mentioned earlier, their transcendental 
reality (22). The objection that Brahman is 
denied because It is not experienced is not rea- 
sonable, for the Sruti says that Brahman exists, 
# though It is not manifest on account of ignor- 
ance (26). And moreover It is realized in perfect 
meditation, so say the Sruti /and Smriti (24). 
Therefore the Jiva becomes one with the Infinite 
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when Knowledge dawns, for thus the scripture 
indicates (26). In the next two Sutras an objec- 
tion is raised against Sutras 25 and 26. But on 
.account of both difference and non-difference 
being taught by the Sruti, the relation between 
them is as between the serpent and its coil (27), 
■or like that between light and its orb (28). Sutra 
29 refutes this view and says : Or the relation 
is as given before in Sutras 25-26. And on 
.account of the denial of everything else besides 
Brahman by the Sruti texts (30). 

Ramanuja continues the previous topic up to 
:26. Sutras 22-26 according to him mean : The 

text (Brih. 2. 3. 6) denies the previously men- 

tioned that muchness and says more than that. 
The two forms of Brahman (Brih. 2. 3. 1) do not 
exhaust Its attributes, for the text states further 
qualities after that. “For there is nothing 
higher than this ‘not this’. Then conies the 
name, ‘the Truth of truth’ ; for the Pranas are 
true and It is the truth of them.” ‘Pranas’ here 

mean the souls, because they accompany the 

latter at death. The souls are true, because they 
do not undergo any change in their essential 
nature. The Lord is the Truth of these true 
souls, for these contract and expand with respect 
to intelligence, while He is unaffected. Thus the 
subsequent part of the text connects Brahman 
with some qualities. The clause “Not this, not 
this” does not deny the attributes of Brahman, 
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but denies that Its nature is confined to these two 
forms only (22). The Sruti instruction is not un- 
necessary here, for though the world is seen, yet 
it is not known as a Prakara or mode of Brahman 
and that is what can be gathered only from the 
Sruti texts. So declares the Sruti (23). And 
Brahman’s being differentiated by these two- 
forms is realized even as Its being of the nature 
of intelligence is realized by repeated meditation, 
(25). For all these reasons Brahman is regarded 
as Infinite, i.e. as possessing infinite attributes;, 
for thus the attributes hold good, i.e. the twofold 
characteristic of Sutra 22 (2b). Sutras 27-30 are 
treated by Ramanuja as a separate topic. Sutras 
27 and 28 give the Purvapaksha, as Sankara also- 
says, and 29 gives the Siddhanta; but the words 
‘as before’ in the Sutra refer not to Sutras 25 
and 2b, but to 2. 3. 43. 

Nimbarka follows Ramanuja in Sutras 22-24. 
The next two Sutras he in,treprets somewhat 
differently, dust as fire is manifested through 
the rubbing of wooden sticks, so is Brahman 
manifested in meditation (25). On realizing' 
Brahman the soul becomes one with It (20). 
Sutras 27 and 28 he takes as the author’s and 
not as the opponent’s view. Sutra 27 describes 
that the relation between Brahman and the in- 
sentient world is as between the serpent and its 
coils (27) and the relation between the soul and 
Brahman is as between the orb and the light (28)- 
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But to an objection of the kind raised in Sutra. 
2. 1. 25 the answer is as before, i.e . 2. 1. 20 (29). 
Moreover, the Supreme Self is not affected by the- 
imperfection of the soul (80). 

Sankara thus interprets “Not this, not this'’ 
as a denial of the two forms of Bralnnan men- 
tioned in Brill. 2. 8. 1. Brahman can be described 
only as “Not this, not this/’ i.e. It is not what 
we see. Whatever we see is not Brahman as It 
is. Brahman is something' different from ail this 
manifested world. This interpretation is in 
keeping with scriptural teaching. llamanuja 
and Nimbarka interpret that “Not this, not this” 
denies only the limitation of Bralunan’s nature 
to only these two forms, in other words It has 
many more attributes than these two. The two- 
forms are real and are only two of the infinite 
attributes of the Lord. This seems to be a total 
denial of the Upanishadic teaching. “Not this, 
not this 1 ' occurs in four different places in the 
Brih. Up. Even if Ramanuja's explanation be 
allowed in Brih. 2. 8. 0 — however strange and 
twisted it might seem, Brih. 4. 2r 4, 4. 4. 22 

and 4. 5. 15 do not by any means yield to such an 
interpretation. These texts after saying, “This 
Self is that which has been described as ‘Not 
this, not this/ ” says, “It is imperceptible” etc. 
Other texts also describe the Self or Brahman as 
beyond comprehension. “There goes neither the 
eye, nor speech nor the mind; we know It not 
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mor do we see how to teach about It. Different 
It is from all that is known, and is beyond the 
unknown as well” (Kena 1. 3-4); ‘‘Whence 
speech returns along* with the mind without rea- 
lizing It” (Taitt. 2. 4); also Ibid 2. 9 and Katha 
.1 . 3. 10. From these texts we find that nothing 
can be predicated of Brahman. From the Kena* 
texts we find that we cannot say that Brahman is 
this and this in a positive way. It is not what 
we see and therefore It can only be described as 
“Not this, not this” by denying* everything* we 
•see in It. It is true that we do find the scrip- 
tures dealing with both difference and non- 
difference; but with what object, is the question. 
It is not to establish that both are true, for they 
ore mutually contradictory. A careful study of 
the scriptures convinces one that duality is taught 
in order to take the aspirant step by step through 
it to non-duality. Ramanuja in his Bhashya on 
these Sutras criticizes Sankara saying that the 
Sruti could not have described these two forms 
nmly to deny them later on. But that this is a 
■process the Sruti adopts is clear from Prajapati’s 
instruction to India in the Chhandogya or 
Varuna's teaching to Bhrigu in the Taittiriya 
rpanishad. The aspirant is gradually taken to 
higher and higher truths. Through duality he is 
led up to non-duality, the goal or final truth. 
Duality has not been praised anywhere in the 
•scriptures, and no fruit is ascribed to it. On the 
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other hand it is censured {vide Katha 2. 4. 10-11;. 
Brih. 4. 4. 19; Mait. 4. 2. and 6. 3), which shows 
that the scriptures do not intend to posit duality. 
But non-duality is praised and immortality is 
said to he achieved by the knowledge of unity. 
According to the Purva Miniamsu principle, that 
which has no result of its own but is mentioned 
in connection with something else which has a 
result, is subordinate to the latter. Therefore 
duality which has no fruit of its own is subsidiary 
to non-duality which is the main purport of the 
Sruti texts. Again we have texts like, “The 
Atman is smaller than the smallest, greater than 
the greatest’ 1 (Katha 1. 2. 20); “Neither gross 
nor tine 1 ’ etc. — -which negate all duality and' 
establish the Infinity of Brahman beyond all 
doubts. 

A question, however, may arise: If every- 
thing is negated, what will be left? We shall 
by such a process arrive at a nonentity. Not so. 
We cannot go on negating ad infinity m, but ligvc 
to come finally to some basic reality, and this 
basic reality behind everything is the Atman or 
Brahman. When we remove an object, space is 
left behind. Similarly, when everything we see 
is removed or negated. Brahman is left behind, 
which cannot be negated and which is the witness 
of everything. We cannot say that by negation 
we come to nonentity, for the very fact that we 
comprehend this nonentity shows that it is being 
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..illumined by the witnessing consciousness, the 
basic reality even behind this idea of nonentity. 
Jn this Sutra the Sutrakaia solves this doubt, 
showing that the negation concerns not Brahman, 
but only the two forms of It. To turn the drift 
of this discussion topsy turvy and establish the 
reality of the two forms is to ignore the spirit of 
scriptural teaching. 

Mthfdroda in the (J /Mini shads : 

There is a common belief that May avail a is 
not found in the scriptuies and that it is San- 
kara’s own doctrine borrowed from the Buddhists. 
Bui such a statement is scarcely justified. In the 
Brihadaranyaka text under discussion we have, 
“Now its name: ‘The Truth of truth . 9 The vital 
force is truth, and It is the Truth of that” (Brill. 
2. o. (i). If the vital force, i.e. Rrajna (the soul 
in a state of dee]) sleep) of which the vital force 
is an Kpadln is true or real, Brahman is the 
Truth or Reality of this real. Jn other words, 
Brahman’s reality is of a different, grade from 
that of the universe. If this world is real and 
not Maya, as Sankara would call it, then Brahman 
is the Reality of this real, which shows that the 
world’s reality is of an inferior kind from that of 
Brahman and when It is realized this world is no 
more. A similar idea is conveyed by Chh. 7. 24. 1 
where Brahman, the Infinite, is said to be immor- 
tal and the world, the Unite, is said to be mortal. 
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But this is exactly what Sankara too says — that 
the two, Brahman and the world, have two grades 
of reality, even as the dream world and the world 
we experience while we are awake have two 
grades of reality, and as a lesult we are justified 
in saying that the dream world is Maya, as the 
Sutrakara says in 3. 2. 3, or unreal as compared 
with the waking state. Similarly, this world we 
•experience is Maya or unreal as compared with 
the reality of Brahman. The dream world has 
a reality for the time being; so has this world so 
long as we are in ignorance; and Sankara nowhere 
denies the Vyavaliarika (phenomenal) reality 
of this world. The scriptures explain this differ- 
ence between the reality of the two. Brahman 
and the world, by using symbology, as for example 
in Clih. (>. 1. 4, which we had occasion to 
explain in Sutra 2. 1. 14 where the Sruti tries to 
•explain that the one, the clay, is more real than 
the many, which it identifies with name and 
form only. We find the same idea again in Brih. 
1. (). 3: “This immortal entity is covered by 
truth (the five elements) : The vital force is the 
immortal entity, and name and form are truth; 
(so) this vital force is covered by them.” Name 
and form, i.e. the world we experience, are called 
truth, but Brahman is distinguished from them 
by saying that Tt is immortal — Its reality is of a 
different grade from the reality of that which is 
called truth. And as the reality of this world is 
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of a lesser grade or illusory as compared with that 
of Brahman, It can be the cause of such ' an 
illusory world of man if oldness without undergo- 
ing a?iy change in Itself; for an illusory mani- 
foldness can exist in It without in any way 
affecting Its immutability, like a snake iu a rope 
or the manifold dream world in the dreaming 
self, as the Sutrakara exemplifies in 2. 1. 28, 
which brings us to the conclusion that this world 
is a Vivaria of the non -dual Brahman, as San- 
ka 7ii says. 

Coming to the interpretation of Sutras 27410, 
Sankara connects “or as before” in Sutra 211 
with what immediately precedes in Sutras 25-20 
and so it is happy. Ramanuja connects it with 
Sutra 2. 3. 43 and so it is not so apt. Nimbarka’s 
explanation is still far-fetched; for while Rama- 
nuja refers for the Siddliatita only to a previous 
Sutra, Nimbarka refers for an objection as well 
as a decision to Sutras in 2. 1. His interpreta- 
tion of the whole topic thus appears to be much 
stretched. 

That Sankara has followed the Sutrakara 
faithfully in his interpretation of Sutras 11-30 
will be clearer if we just try to see the reason 
why the latter treats of dream and deep sleep in 
this section which deals with the nature of 
Brahman. Sankara at the beginning of Chapter 
III, Section 1, says that the transmigration of 
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the soul is taught in order to generate a spirit of 
Vairagya (dispassion). 

Sutras 1-10 of Section 2 treat of the soul’s 
states of dream and dreamless sleep. According to 
Sankara the very fact that the dream world does 
not fulfil the conditions of the time and space 
factors as in the waking slate, shows that the 
dream world is illusory and therefore a creation 
of the soul and not of the Lord. From this he 
shows that the real nature of the diva is self- 
luminous and beyond all these states. Thus 
Sutras 1-10 elucidate the real nature of the 
‘Thou’ in “Thou art That.” Sutras 11-21 give 
the nature of ‘That* and Sutras 22-80 identify 
the two. Thus the place of Sutras 1-10 in this 
section is very significant, Ramanuja and Nim- 
barka say that the creation of the dream world 
belongs to the Lord and not to the soul. If it 
were sp, it should be as real as this world. Grant- 
ing tjiat it is the Lord’s creation, of what, signi- 
ficance is this subject in a section that deals with 
the nature of Brahman? It would have been 
apt in 2. 3 where creation is taught. If it be to 
create a spirit of Vairagya, as Ramanuja says at 
the beginning of Chapter III, then it ought to 
have been included in Section 1 which treats of 
the soul’s transmigration with the same object, 
and thus be separated from Section 2 where it is 
out of p](ace. 
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The above analysis of Sutras 3. 2. 1-30 shows 
that Sankara has rightly grasped the spirit of 
Badarayana, while Ramanuja and Nimbarka 
have sadly missed it. 

.1 twofold knowledge of Brahman established: 

Finally, let us eousider Sutras 4. 2. 12-14 
and Sutras 4. 4. 1-7. The former set of Sutras 
as they stand are interpreted better by Ramanuja 
and Nimbarka than by Sankara. According to 
Sankara they run as follows: If it be said (that 
the Pranas of a knower of Brahman do not 
depart), on account of the Sruti denying it (we 
say) not so, for the Sruti (Madliyandina recension 
■of the text) denies the departure of the Pranas 
from the soul and not from the body (12). For 
the denial is clear in the texts of some schools 
(13) So in Sutra 12 the Siddhanta view is first 
expressed on the basis of Brih. 4. 4. 6, Kanva 
recension, and the objection against this is raised 
by the opponent in the second half of the Sutra, 
basing his argument on the Madliyandina recen- 
sion of the text, which is answered again in Sutra 
13 by Brih. 3. 2. 11, Kanva recension. By such 
an interpretation the significance of ‘some 
schools’ is lost, for it ought to have referred to 
some text of the Madhyandina school and not of 
the same Kanva school on which the Siddhanta 
is based in Sutra 12. 
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Ramanuja and Nimbarka oil the other hand 
read these Sutras as one, which inns as follows: 
“If it be said that the Pranas of a knower of 
Brahman do not depart on account of the denial 
by the Sruti text (Brill. 4. 4. (5, Kanva), we deny 
it; for the Sruti says that they do not depart 
from the soul (l.e. they accompany the soul) and 
this is clear according to some, viz. the Madhyan- 
dina recension of Brill. 4. 4. b.” We cannot but 
say that this is more happy, as the force of ‘some 
school’ and the word ‘hi’ (because) in the Sutra 
are well brought out. 

Though the interpretation according to the 
letter of the Sutra forces us to side with Rama- 
nuja and Nimbarka, yet if we consider 1 lie Sruti 
text, viz. Brill. 4. 4. (i, on which the discussion is 
based and also the arrangement of tin* Sutras in 
this Section 2 up to Sutra 1(>, we find that Sankara 
is more reasonable than the other two and it looks 
as though the Sutrakara himself had made a slip, 
though he meant otherwise. Brih. 4. 4. b says in 
tlie first half of the text how one who is attached 
transmigrates, and concludes the first half by say- 
ing, “Thus does the man who desires trans- 
migrate.” The second half speaks of the man 
without desires and says, “Of him who is without 
desires . . . and to whom all objects of desire are 
but the Self — the organs do not depart. Being 
but Brahman, he is merged in Brahman.” Here 
it is quite clear that the Sruti contrasts the two 
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cases of one who is attached and one who is not 
attached and so does not transmigrate but is 
merged in Brahman. JN ow it is weLl known both 
from the scriptures and the Vedanta-Sutras itself* 
that a transmigrating soul at the time of death 
goes out with the organs, and so when in contrast 
to this it is said, “His organs do not depart,’’ it 
is quite clear that the denial of departure of the 
Pranas is from the body as in the ease of one who 
is attached, and consequently the expression 
‘from him’ in the Madhya ndina recension even 
ought to mean the body and not the soul. 

From what has been stated above we find 
Sankara more reasonable and consistent and there- 
fore we ran safely say that his interpretation of 
Sutras 1.2-14 as establishing a twofold knowledge 
is after Badarayana's view, though according to 
t lie wording of the Sutras it is not so happy. 
This sort of interpretation of the Sutiakaras is 
not without its precedent, as we find l pavarsha 
and Sahara doing the same in their commentaries 
on the Purva Mimamsa-Sutras. 

We now come to the last section of the work 
where the state of the released soul is described. 
Sutras 1-4 describe that on the attainment of 
Knowledge tile soul manifests itself in its own 
nature. Sutra 4 says that it attains non-distinction 
with Brahman. The question as to what the nature 
of that state is naturally arises after this and 
Sutras f>-7 attempt a* description. The views of 
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-Taimini and Audnlomi ave given and finally in 
Sutra 7 Badarayana says that both these views are 
true, for they are not contradictory. The question 
is, whether the views of Jaimini and Audulomi are 
true of the released soul in succession or simul- 
taneously. Badarayana’s decision is that they are 
true at one and the same time according as the 
subject is viewed from the relative or transcen- 
dental standpoint. Sankara makes this clear in 
h is Bhashya. His critics find fault with him 
here. They say that he is obliged in this Sutra 
to ascribe to the truly released soul qualities 
which clearly cannot, belong to it, since for such 
a soul lio Vyavahara exists. They say thereby 
that his interpretation is not faithful. Such a 
criticism shows that they have failed to under- 
stand what Sankara means here, lie does not say 
that the released soul is conscious of itself as 
possessing all the qualities described by .laimini, 
but that we who are in bondage are obliged in des- 
cribing the state of such a soul to have recourse 
to such a description. In reality the soul when 
released exists as Buie Intelligence, but as Pure 
Intelligence is beyond our conception, we in our 
ignorance view it as identified w T ith Iswara, for 
that is the highest reading of Pure Intelligence 
or the Nirguna Brahman that we can possibly 
conceive. Certainly there exists no Vyavahara 
at all for the released soul, which is free from 
ignorance; but it exists for us who are in ignorance 
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and Juimini’s description of the state of a> 
released soul is our description of it. Iswara’s 
possession of powers is not like that of an ordinary 
Jiva which being subject to Nescience thinks of 
itself as an experiencer, an agent, and so on. He 
is beyond all taint and therefore not subject to* 
Nescience, and consequently does not think of 
Himself as possessing all these lordly powers; 
but these powers exist in Him, because we in our 
ignorance ascribe them to Him. Even so are 
these lordly powers ascribed to the released soul 
by us and it is regarded as identical or having 
attained non-distinction with Tswara. This is the 
full import of Sutra 7 both according to Bada- 
rayana and Sankara. So till all souls are 
released, the state of the released partakes of a 
twofold characteristic according to the viewpoint 
from which it is described — transcendental or 
relative, even as Brahman has a ’twofold charac- 
teristic of which one is illusory or read from the 
relative standpoint (rifle 8. 2. 11-21). This 

attainment of lordly powers by souls on identi- 
fication with Tswara is not the same as the attain- 
ment of such powers by the knowers of the 
Saguna Brahman who go to Brahmaloka, for it 
is made clear in 4. 4. 17 that their lordly powers 
do not include the power of creation etc., but 
only power to create objects of enjoyments at wilt 
(4. 4. 8), while this power is not negated in the 
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case of souls which get identified with Iswara 
according to Sutras 4. 4. 5 and 7. 

That the Sutra kara makes a distinction 
between the attainment of Liberation by the 
knowledge of the Nirguna Brahman and that by 
the knowledge of the Saguna Brahman, is clear 
from Sutra 4. 1. 19, where he makes no reference 
to any going forth in the case of a «1 ivunmukta, but 
simply says that on the exhaustion of the 
Prarabdha Karma he attains Brahman and this* 
is also in keeping with texts like Brill. 4. 4. (> 
and especially Chh. 0. 14. 2 where it is clearly 
stated that his merging in Brahmhn is delayed 
just as long as the body lasts. But going to 
Brahmaloka by 4 ‘the path of the gods” is also a 
kind of Liberation, tor from there the soul does 
not return to this mortal world, but gets merged 
in Brahman at the end of the cycle together with 
Brahma, as stated in Sutra 4. 51. 10. As the 
author is concerned in this section, with the result 
of ITpasanas, viz. Liberation, he describes the 
result of the knowledge of the Nirguna Brahman 
in Sutras 1-7 and from 8-22 the result of the 
knowledge of the Saguna Brahman. If, as accord- 
ing to Ramanuja and Nimbarka, there is no such 
distinction at all, but the description is of one 
kind of Liberation only, then when it is said in 
Sutra 4. 4. 5 that the released soul attains a 
nature like that of Brahman, there is no further 
necessity of saying that it can create at will all 
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objects of enjoyment. Moreover, if beittg free 
from sin, old age etc. (Chh. 8. 1. 5) are (fatalities 
of the soul as well as of the Lord, then they will 
•cease to be the defining characteristic of the Lord. 
Jn this case the objection raised in the first part 
of Sutra 1. d. 19 will not be answered by the 
•second half of the Sutra. The Sutra runs as 
follows: “If it be said that from the subsequent 
texts which refer to the diva ‘small Akasa’ means 
the Jiva, we say that the reference to the soul is 
in so far as its real nature is made manifest (i.e. 
as non-dilferent from Brahman).” In the pre- 
vious Sutra it* was established that the ‘small 
Akasa’ in Chh. 8. ]. 1 is Brahman and not the 
diva, in spite of the leference to the Jiva in Chh. 
8. d. 4, for ‘free from evil’ etc. which are said to 
be qualities of the ‘small Akasa’ are not true of 
4he soul. At the end of his commentary on Sutra 
18, Sankara says that Sutra 20 will make it clear 
why the individual soul is referred to in Chh. 
8. d. 4. In Sutra 19 cited above a fresh objec- 
tion is raised that subsequent texts also refer to 
fhe Jiva (ride Chh. 8. 7-11 in which the waking, 
dream, and dee]) sleep state of the soul are des- 
cribed) and therefore ‘small Akasa* means Jiva. 
The second halt answers it by saying that the 
reference to the Jiva is in so far as its real 
nature is made manifest (vide Chh. 8. 12. 3). 
The reference to the individual 'soul in Chh. 
8. d. 4 is to show that in reality it is beyond the 
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■three states of waking, dream, and deep sleep 
and lion-different from Brahman. If under the 
•circumstances ‘free from sin' etc. are its qualities 
even as different from Brahman, as Ramanuja 
says, then ‘small Akasa’ cannot be established 
to be Brahman against the objection raised in 
Sutra 1. d. 19. Moreover, in Sutra 1. d. 20 
(according to him 19) the explanation given by 
him for the reference to the diva in Chh. 8. 3. 4 
is not at all satisfactory. He says, “This refer- 
ence to tile diva serves the purpose of giving 
- instruction not about the diva, but about the 
nature of that which is the cause of the qualities 
of the individual soul, i.e. qualities specially be- 
longing to the Lord. The reason is that such 
information about the released soul helps the 
doctrine Avith respect to ‘small Akasa’. The in- 
dividual soul which wants to attain Brahman 
must also know its true nature, so that it as 
being endowed with auspicious qualities will 
finally arrive at the intuition of the Lord who is 
a mass of auspicious qualities raised to the high- 
est excellence. But according* to Sankara we 
have seen that its reference is to identify the 
two — the released soul and the Lord. It is quite 
apparent that between the two explanations 
Ramanuja's falls to the ground. Such an 
argument does not at all fit in as an explanation 
for the reference to the released soul in Chh. 
8. d. 4 and is against the spirit of the teaching 
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of tho whole of chapter 8 of the Chhandogya: 
Sankara’s critics find fault with him taking into 
consideration only Sutra 1. 3. 19; but if they 
only try in understand the Sutrakara taking into 
consideration Sutras 18-20 and the Sruti texts 
to which they refer, they will find that Sankara’s 
interpretation is by far the best. 

The defects that are shown in Ramanuja’s, 
interpretation of Section 4 hold good in the case 
of Nimbarka also. 

Sankara's interpretation justified by the Gita: 

Thus a comparative study of these three 
commentaries on the most important topics 
treated by Badarayana in his work establishes a 
strong case for Sankara’s interpretation of the 
Sutras. We find similar views also expressed in 
the Gita. And if, as has been shown at the 
beginning, the author of the Gita had a hand in 
the Sutras — and this fact is not questioned by 
Ramanuja and Nimbarka, for according to them 
it is the same person Veda Vyasa — then it goes 
all the more to show that Sankara’s interpreta- 
tion is correct, for we cannot expect that the 
same author has expressed different views in the 
•two works. We shall cite a few texts from the 
Gita which tally with Sankara’s interpretation of 
the Sutras. 

“I shall describe that which has to be 
known, ...the beginningless Supreme Brahman. 
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It is called neither being Jior non-being. . .With- 
out and within all beings... Impartible, yet It 
exists fis if divided in beings” (13. 12-lb) — these 
texts describe the attributelessness of Brahman. 
The text says that the one Immutable appears 
as if divided into many and not in reality. It 
Itself, therefore, is ‘‘the sustainer, generator,, 
and devourer of all beings' 1 (13. lb); also T.b* 
and 7. That Brahman has a twofold nature, the 
Nirguna which is Its real nature and the Saguna 
which is the creation of Maya, is made (dear by 
Arjuna’s question in 12.1 and the Lord's answer 
in 12. 2-5, where He recognizes the Nirguna 
aspect, but says at the same time that those devoted 
to the Saguna aspect are better versed in Yoga, 
as devotion to it is easier and therefore best suited 
to Arjuna and the generality of mankind, even as 
He says in 5. b for t lie same reason that Karma 
Yoga is better than Juana Yoga. 

The individual soul in its real nature is 
described in 2. 11-25. Specially verses lb-18 say 
that it is real, all-pervading, changeless, immu- 
table, indestructible and illimitable, while verse 
24 again says it is all-pervading. Again b. 31 
establishes the ideutity of the self and Brahman 
contained in the Yedic dictum, “That thou art,” 
verses 29 and 30 having described the real nature 
of the soul as identical with Brahman. But the 
soul in its state of bondage being deluded con- 
siders itself an agent and experienoer, atomic 
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and a part of the Lord. “The Gunas of Prakriti 
perform all action. With the understanding 
deluded by egoism, man thinks, 4 1 am the doer’ ” 
27). See also 14. 2d and 15. 7. 

The doctrine of Maya is clearly referred to 
in the following texts: “Knowledge is enveloped 
in ignorance, hence do beings get deluded ’ 9 
(5. 15); “This world knows Me not, being deluded 
by the modifications of the Gunas. Verily this 
divine Maya of Mine is difficult to cross over... 
deprived of discrimination by Maya they follow 
the Asuric ways” (7. 18-l(i); “1 am not mani- 
fest to all, being veiled by My Yogamaya” 
(7. 25); “The Lord dwells in the heart of all 
beings causing them to revolve by His Maya” 
(18. til). Finally, though stress is laid on Bhakti 
in the Gita, nowhere does it say that Bhakti is 
■superior to Knowledge. On the other hand we 
find Knowledge highly praised. “The lire of 
Knowledge burns all Karma to ashes. There 
exists nothing so purifying like Knowledge” 
(4. 87-88); “Supremely dear is the wise mail to 
Me. 1 regard him as My very Self” (7. 17-18). 
‘Conclusion: 

In conclusion, we would like to state that 
• from what all has been said above we do not 
mean to suggest that Sankara’s interpretation of 
the Sutras is the only true one. Rather our object 
has been to show that Sankara too, like the other 
.great commentators, is justified in interpreting 
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the Sutras in the way he has done. The tact is, 
Badarayana has systematized the philosophy or 
the Upanishads in his work, and like them liis 
Sutras also aie all-eomprehensive. The Upani- 
shads, we must remember, do not teach tlnough- 
out any particular doctrine. They contain 
various doctrines which are meant tor people at 
different stages of spiritual evolution. They ate 
not contradictory, but rather they are based on 
the principle of Adlnkaribheda, as all art* not 
capable of apprehending tin* same truth. The old 
idea of Arundhati-darsana-nyay 1 applies. Nearly 
every chapter in the l 'pa ni shad begins with 
dualistic teaching or Tpasana and ends with a 
grand flourish of Advaita. Mod is first taught a> 
a Being who is the creator of this universe, its 
preserver, and the destruction to which every- 
thing goes at last. He is the one to be worship- 
ped, the Ruler, and appears to be outside of 
nature. Next we find tin* same teacher teaching 
that God is not outside of nature, but immanent 
in nature. And at last both ideas are discarded 
and it is taught that whatever is real is He; 
there is no difference. “Svetaketu, thou art 
That.” The immanent one is at last declared 
to be the same that is in the human soul . 2 This 

1 The method of spotting the tiny star Arundhati with 
the help of bigger stars near it, calling them Arundhati, 

2 Complete Works of Swami Vivekananda, Vol. Ill 
pp. 281 , 397 , and 398. 
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fart is recognized by Badarayana too and so com- 
mentators make a mistake when they think that 
tlie Sutras propound only their doctrine and 
nothing else. 

This grand principle of Adhikaribheda is the 
foundation on which the teachings of the Upa- 
nishuds, the Brahma-Sutras, and the Gita are 
based and that is the reason why they have been 
universally accepted by the Hindus of all classes 
and denominations. From this point of view we 
are inclined to think that of all the commenta- 
tors Sankara has done the greatest justice to the 
Xulrokara by his twofold doctrine of the abso- 
lute and phenomenal reality. 
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The whole of Sankara's philosophy may he 
summed up ns follows: 

*fW : l The Brahman of the Epanishnds is the only 
Keality, and everythin”: else — this world of mani- 
foldness — is unreal, is a, more appearance; the 
individual soul (diva) is identical with Brahman, 
the One without a second, which the scriptures 
define as Existence-K nowledg e-Bliss Absolute. 
** Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinity* 
(Taitt. 2.1); “Brahman is Knowledge, Bliss’* 
(Brih. 3.9.28). This identity of the Jiva and 
Brahman is clearly stated bv the scriptures in 
texts like: “Thou art That, O Svetaketu” (Chh. 
6.8.7), “I am Brahman” (Brih. 1-4-10), and “The 
Self alone is to be meditated upon” (Birh. 1.4.7). 

The question then naturally arises : If Truth 
is one, whence arises this many which we expe- 
rience through the senses? Truth cannot contra- 
dict experience. So Sankara had to explain this 
apparent contradiction between Truth and our 
everyday experience. He says that this plurality 
is an illusion (Maya). It has no reality, for it 
disappears when the knowledge of the true nature 
of Brahman is realized. It is just like seeing a 
snake in a rope in the dark. This wrong perception 



4 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[Adhyasa 


is brought about by ignorance (Avidya), which 
is beginning-loss. Jt is this ignorance which is 
the cause of all this duality, Brahman being mis- 
taken for the world. On account of this ignorance 
the individual soul identifies itself with its ad- 
juncts ( 1 padliis), viz., the body, senses, etc., which 
aye only superimposed on it. This identification 
makes the soul think that it is the doer, enjoy er, 
etc. — though the truth is that it is none of these- - 
and thereby it comes under the sway of birth, 
death, happiness, misery, etc., in short, becomes 
bound down to this world (Samsara). 

When Sankara says that the world is false, lie 
does not mean that it is absolutely nothing, but 
that our experience is liable to be stultified by 
means of knowledge of things as they are. The 
world has a relathe existence; it is true for tile 
time being, but disappears when true knowledge 
dawns. It is not real for all times, in other words, 
it is not real from the absolute standpoint. Maya 
or ignorance is not a real entity. We can neither 
say that it exists nor that it does not exist. It 
is a mystery which is beyond our understanding; 
it is unspeakable ( Anirvaehaniya). As Maya is 
not real, it cannot be related to Brahman, the 
Ilea lily, in any way whatsoever; for any relation 
betweeen truth and falsehood is impossible., The 
relation is only apparent, and therefore Brahman 
is- in no way affected by this illusion which is 
superimposed * upon It, even as the rope us hot 
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.affected by tho snake that is assumed to exist in it. 

There tore the only way to liberation from this 
worldly existence (Samsfna) is it) get rid of this 


wrong* notion tl 

troiig 

*h 

the 

real knowledge of 

Bralnna 11. dust 

as 

in 

t he 

ease of the rope 

and the snake, 

it 

is 

the 

knowledge of the 

rope alone that removes 

the 

illusion of the snake 

and nothing else 

, so 

also it 

is the knowledge of 


Brahman alone that brings about the cessation of 
-this relative existence (Samsara). “A man who 
knows It alone truly, pas>es beyond death; there 
is no oilier path to go by” (Svel. d.St ; “He comes 
not to death who sees that One.” Pilgrimages, aus- 
terities, worship and charity — these by themselves, 
without Knowledge, cannot help ns to attain 
Liberation. Their utility lies only in purifying 
*our mind (( diittasuddhi), cleansing it of all worldli- 
ness, and thus making it tit to comprehend the 
’Truth. When Hrahman is realized this phenom- 
enal world disappears automatically, without any 
further effort on the pait of the individual. Know- 
ledge of Hrahman being thus the only way to 
Liberation, an inquiry into Hrahman through the 
study of the Brahma-Sutras is absolutely neces- 
sary. 

Sankara's explanation of the world as an 
illusion has given his philosophy the name of 
Ma.ya.va da or Anirvaehaniya Khyativada. It is 
also known as Yivaitavada, the doctrine of the 
■apparent modification of Brahman into this 
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phenomenal world, as opposed to Parinamavada or 
the doctrine of tile actual modification of Brahman 
into this phenomenal world, as held by some other 
schools of Vedanta like the Visishtadvaitavada of 
Ramanuja. 

Sankara anticipated that this method of ex- 
plaining the phenomenal world would raise a 
protest from the vaiioits othei schools of his time. 
So at the beginning ol lii> commentary ou the 
Brahma-Sutras, he writes a masterly introduction, 
which is well known as the Adhvasa Bhashva or 
the section dealing with superimposition, wherein 
h<» establishes supcrinipositiou as a statement ot 
fact and not a mere hypothesis. He starts with 
the objections that can possibly be raised against 
his theory of superimposition and then refutes, 
then*. He says: It is well known that the subject 
and the object, which have for their spheres or 
contents the notions of ‘L’ and ‘Thou’ respectively, 
and which are opposed to each other as darkness 
and light, cannot be identified. Hence their 
attributes also cannot be identified. Consequently 
the superimposition of the object and its attributes 
on the subject, whose essence is pure intelligence,, 
and rice versa . ought to he a logical impossibility. 

Jf the world phenomena are a ease of super- 
imposition, like tile snake in the rope, then which 
is superimposed ou which ? Is the world super- 
imposed on Brahman, or is it the reverse? In the 
latter case, the world, which is the substratum. 
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like the rope in the example, would be a reality. 
If il is the other way — the world oil Brahman — 
it is not possible, tor Brahman is not an object 
which can be perceived by llie senses like the rope. 
A thing becomes an object when it is limited by 
time, space, and causation. Since Brahman is 
unlimited, It is beyond these, and so cannot be an 
■object of perception ; as such It cannot be the sub- 
stratum of a supei imposition. Brahman is also the 
inner Self of everyone and therefore can never be 
separate and in front of a person like a rope, when 
alone the world can be superimposed on It. 

Neither can Brahman be both subject and 
object of the thinking process, for one and the 
same being cannot both be the agent and the 
object of its activity at the same time. An object 
is that on which is concentrated the activity of 
the agent, and lienee it must be different from the 
agent. If, again, Brahman is manifested by 
some other knowledge and thus becomes an object, 
It ceases to be self-luminous and becomes limited, 
and this the scriptures do not accept. Further, 
in all cases of superimposition there is an ante- 
cedent real knowledge of the object which is 
superimposed, as of the snake in the example. 
So to superimpose the world on Brahman a real 
know hid yc of the world is necessary, and this 
would make the world a reality, with the result 
that- the cessation of the world phenomena would 
be an impossibility and Liberation would be 
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impossible. Thus in whatever way we may try to 
establish the theory ot super imposition, we are not- 
able to do so. 

Yet, says Sankara, it is natural (a self- 
evident fact) on tile part of man, beeause ot 
ignorance, not to distinguish between the two* 
entities (the subject and the object) which arc* 
quite contradictory, and to superimpose the one 
on the (dlier, and their attributes as well, and thus, 
mixing up the real and the unreal to use such; 
pli rases as “That is 1", or “This is mine". The 
Self again is not altogether a non-object, for it is 
the object of the notion of the Ego. The Self 
does not entiiely chub* our grasp. Though the 
inner Self is not an object and is also without 
parts, yet owing to ignovauee, which is unspeak- 
able and without a beginning, attributes like 
mind. body, senses, etc., which, are products of 
ignorance, are superimposed on. the Self, and if 
behaves as if it were an agent, enjoyer, possessed 
of parts, and many — although in truth it is tioue 
of these — and thus becomes an object. The real 
Self can never be an object of knowledge. Self- 
consciousness is possible only with respect to a» 
Self already qualified by these adjuncts. 
(Epadhis). Idris sounds like an argument in a» 
circle; for to establish superimposition we have 
to accept the Seif to be an object, and the Self 
can be an object only through the superimpositioii' 
of adjunct (Epadhis); it is actually not so. It 
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is a case like the seed and the iree. The seed 
gives rise to the tree, which again produces the 
seed, the cause of the future tree, and so on. So 
in this series of illusions without a beginning, the 
Self, which is the substratum of the present 
supei imposition, is an object on account of a past 
supei imposition, and that one had for its substra- 
tum the Self, which had become an object of a 
still earlier superimposition, and so on ad 
infinitum. The pure Self without the limiting 
adjuncts is never the substratum of a super- 
imposition. It is (he difference in the limiting 
adjuncts, as shown above, that makes it possible 
for the Self to be at the same time an agent and 
the object of action. 

Superimposition, again, is due to ignorance 

and hence it is not necessary that the knowledge 

of tlie object superimposed must be a real km 

ledge. Tt is enough it we have a knowledgj^ 

need not necessarily be real; it ran itself be 
* i <r. 

another illusory knowledge. That the Self' exists 

is proved by the intuitive knowledge we have of if; 

This is well known and but for it nothing would 

have been cognized in this world. “He shining, 

everything else shines” (Kath. 2.2.15). We 

know things in and through it; no consciousness 

or experience is possible independently of it. 

Everyone is conscious of his own Self, for no one 

thinks, “I am not”. Nor, again, is it necessfli*^ 

that the object to be a substratum of a su'pei^ 
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imposition should be be lore us, for we see that 
Akasa (sky), which is not visible to the senses, 
becomes a substratum lor superimpositions by the 
ignorant, who impute blueness, spherical shape, 
etc., to it in such expressions as, “The sky is 
blue*’, and “It is spherical’ Thus super- 
imposition is an established fact. 

But then direct perception, which is the best 
of all proofs — since it is the basis of all other 
means of knowledge like inference, etc., — affirms 
this world of manifoldness. How can the scrip- 
tures that deny it carry conviction as against 
direct experience? They cannot. Hence scrip- 
tural texts that deny the many and uphold unity 
will have to be interpreted in a manner so as not 
to contradict our experience. This view cannot 
stand. For the scriptures (Srutis) are impersonal, 
eternal, self-luminous, and so on. Their validity 
is direct and self-evident and therefore infallible. 
They constitute by themselves an independent 
source of knowledge. Hence they too are to be 
accepted as authoritative. The fact is that each 
evidence of knowledge has its own sphere wherein 
it is absolutely authoritative. Perception has its 
supreme validity in knowledge through the senses. 
There a hundred texts cannot prevail against it. 
The scriptures (Srutis) on the other hand have their 
absolute authority in a province where perception 
cannot be of any avail. Their province is tran- 
scendental knowledge, which cannot be attained in 
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any other way. Here revelation, which does not 
-depend on other sources of knowledge, is the final 
authority, and not perception or even reason. The 
scriptures do not deny the empirical validity of 
perception; they deny only its absolute or transcen- 
dental validity. 

SUFEiU IMPOSITION DEFINED 

Superimposition, says Sankara, is the apparent 
.presentation to consciousness, by way ot‘ remem- 
brance, of something* previously observed in some 
other thing*. It is an up par rut presentation, that 
is knowledge which is subsequently falsified; in 
other words, it is illusory knowledge. According* 
to Vachaspati Misra this is the fundamental 
characteristic of superim position, and the rest of 
the definition only differentiates it from those given 
by other schools of philosophy, llut the author of 
the commentary Ratna prabhd takes apparent pre- 
sentation in some other t kitty as the characteristic 
mark of superimposition, and this seems to be more 
in keeping* with Sankara, who says in his com- 
mentary: “But all these definitions agree in so far 
as they represent superimposition as the apparent 
presentation of the attributes of one thing* in 
.another thing ” 

As it is impossible to have illusory knowledge 
without the mixing up of two things, we find the 
words something previously observed in the defini- 
tion. These words, together with the words apparent 
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presentation , make it clear that the tiling 
superimposed is not the real object seen some time 
befeje, but somethin# like it. A mere experience, 
and not the reality, is what is necessary; hence the 
word observed. The experience should not be a 
present one, but a past one, and that is the signi- 
ficance of the word pre riousl p . So the tiling super- 
imposed is a false or unreal thin#. But the thin#; 
on which it is superimpsoed is a real thin#. The 
words hi/ wap of re me mbranev excludes all cases of 
reeo#nition where the object previously observed 
a#ain presents itself to our senses, as when a person 
seen at a particular place is a#aiu seen at another 
place. In remembrance the object previously 
observed is not in renewed contact with the senses. 
It is mere remembrance that operates in the case of 
super imposition. 

This definition of superimposition meets am 
objection of the Mimamsakas, who say that an un- 
real thin# cannot be an object of experience. 
According to them all knowledge is real; there can 
be nothin# like false kno\vled#e. They uphold the 
intiinsic validity of all knowledge, for every 
knowled#e produces a sense of certainty in us and 
we have no doubt about it at the time. If it were* 
otherwise, then we should ahvavs be in doubt and 1 
never arrive at any certainty. So every knowledge* 
is true for the time bein#, thou#h subsequent 
experience may prove that it was wron#, as hit the* 
case of an illusion. But from the definition of 
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superimposition given by Sankara we tied that 
because a particular thing* is experienced it docs . 
not for that very reason become real. A tiling may 
be unreal and at the same time may be experienced. 
Otherwise the water in a mirage would be a reality, 
which in fact we know it is not. 

The Prabhakara school of Mimamsakos raise a 
fresh objection. How can the world be unreal or 
non-existent? Non-existence is not a category by 
itself; it can be conceived only in relation to a real 
object. We speak of non-existence when one real 
object is predicated in tenns of another real object. 
When we think of a pot in terms of a cloth, we say 
the negation of the doth is the pot. That is all 
that is meant by non-existence; apart from this, it 
has no reality. An unreal object can never be the 
object of our experience. So this world, if it were 
unreal, could never be the object of our experience. 

Applying this argument in the ease of a 
mirage, we find that the reality, the sun’s rays 
refracted by layers of air, is, according to the 
Mimamsakas, nothing but the negation of water , 
and it is therefore self-evident that the phenomenon 
we experience cannot be water. Neither can they 
say that the. water in the* mirage is not real, since 
it is .experienced. So the water in the mirage is 
neither real nor unreal, nor can it he both at the 
same time. Therefore we have to accept the 
phenomenon as something beyond our rompaieiten- 
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<ion (Anirvachaniya), which is exactly the view of 
Sankara. 

Sankara says that the nature of objects is two- 
told, real and unreal. The first manifests by its 
very nature, depending* on the object itself; the 
second, the unreal appearance, depends oil some 
other thing* lor its manifestation. In a mirage the 
rays of the sun arc a reality, but their appearance 
.as water is unreal and depends on something else, 

1 lie impressions (Samskaras) produced by seeing 
water elsewhere before. That which is real always 
continues to be so, but the unreal is ever changing. 
Brahman, the Reality, remains unchanged; but 
Maya and its products, which are assumed to exist 
in Brahman, are unreal and therefore evercliang- 
ing, yet experienced by us. The world pheno- 
mena are neither real nor unreal, nor both; they 
are unspeakable (Anirvaehaniya). 

Di'mxLTtox oi*' SirmmivosLTioN According 
to Otiiku Schools 

The four schools of philosophy in Buddhism 
define Miperimposition as “the superimposition of 
the attributes ot < ne thing* on another”. They 
maintain that in superimposition forms of cogni- 
tion, or modes of the internal organ in the form cf 
the object, are superimposed on an external object 
which itself may be real or illusory. The Prabha- 
karas refute this definition, for according to the 
Buddhist* there is no separate entity called the 
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Self apart from consciousness (Tijuana). The Self 
is but a form of consciousness. li in an illusion, 
where a rope is taken for a snake, the snake also 
be a form of cognition, then our experience ought 
to be of the kind, “I am a snake” or “My snake”,, 
and not as “This is a snake”. Therefore Prablu- 
karas define superimposition as “an error arising* 
from the non -perception of the difference of that 
which is superimposed from that on which it is 
superimposed”. There is no positive wrong or 
illusory knowledge, but a mere non-perception of 
the difference betvveeu two real experiences, one 
of which is a past experience. Where a mother- 
of-pearl is taken for silvei, the difference between 
tile mother-of-pearl seen at the moment and the 
silver remembered is not perceived. Naiyayikas 
refute this definition on the ground that mere 
non-perception of the difference cannot induce us 
to action. But as a matter of fact we are tempted 
to possess the silver seen in a mother-of-pearl. 
Where there is no positive knowledge, as, for 
example, in profound sleep (Sushupii), there is no 
activity. It is positive knowledge that is res- 
ponsible for our activity, as we find from our 
expei ience in the dream and waking states. Nor 
can a mere remembrance induce us to action. So 
in illusion we are conscious of silver ns a realitv 
present before us, and not as a mere remembrance. 

The Naiyayikas therefore define superimposi- 
tion as “the fictitious assumption of attributes 
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'like those of si her) contrary to the nature of tile 
thing (e./j. the mother-of-pearl) on which some- 
thing else (silver; is superimposed” . An identity 
is established between the object present before us 
(the mother-of-pea i 1 ) and the silver remembered, 
which is not here and now, but imagined, and 
which twist. s* tis a reality somewhere else. The 
person is not conscious that it is only a memory of 
silver, and not an actuality. This identity 
be! ween the silver seen elsewhere and the mother- 
of-pearl is what gives rise to the illusion. There 
is thus a. positive factor in this experience, which 
is not the case in tin* Prfiblinkaras’ definition. Yet 
it may be questioned how the silver which exists 
elsewhere can he in contact with the senses, which 
is essential if the silver is to be experienced as an 
actuality in front of us and not a mere memory. 
If' it 'be said that there is transcendental contact 
(Alaukika J nanalakshana Sannikarslia) of the 
senses with it, then where lire is inferred from 
smoke we can say it is also a case of transcenden- 
tal ( (intact, and inference as a means to knowledge 
becomes unnecessary . Therefore we have to 
accept that in illusion an indescribable (Anirva- 
cha niya) silver is produced, which is a reality for 
the time being, li is this silver which is directly 
perceived by the senses and gives rise to the 
knowledge, “This is silver”. The silver that is 
seen in the mother-of-pearl is not present some- 
where else, for pn that ease it could not have been 
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experienced as here and now; nor is it in the mind. 
Neither is it a mere nonentity, tor then it could 
not have been an object ot perception; nor can it 
be inherent in the mother-of-pearl, for in that ease 
it could not have been sublated afterwards. So 
we are forced to say that the silver has no real 
'existence anywhere, but lias only an apparent 
reality for the time being; which is unspeakable. 

This superimposition is called ignorance 
(Avidya), metaphorically, the elf eel being* put for 
the cause. Ignorance does not mean want of 
(knowledge, but that kind of knowledge which is 
.stultified later on by the knowledge of things as 
they are. Its counterpart is called knowledge 
(Yidya). When the Self is discriminated from its 
limiting adjuncts through Vedantie discipline and 
practice (Sadlmna), r/c., hearing of scriptural 
texts, reflection, and meditation on them, then 
knowledge dawns, which destroys this super- 
imposition. A mere intellectual knowledge is 
however not meant here, but actual realization. 
Since through this superimposition the two objects 
are not in the least affected by the good or bad 
•qualities of each other, once true knowledge 
dawns, it roots out ignorance with all its effects, 
leaving no chance of its cropping up again. The 
recrudescence would have been possible if owing 
to the superimposition the Self was in any way 
contaminated by the non-Self and its properties. 

This superimposition (Adhyasa) due to ignor- 
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anee is the presumption on which are based the 
distinctions among- the means of knowledge, 
objects of knowledge, and knowing persons, in our 
career of daily activity, and so are also based all 
scriptural texts, whether they refer to rituals 
(Karma) or knowledge (J liana). All our experi- 
ence starts in this error which identifies the Self 
with the body, senses, etc. All cognitive acts, 
presuppose this kind of false identification, for 
without it the pure Self can never be a knower,. 
and without a knowing personality, the means of 
right knowledge cannot operate. Therefore the 
means of right knowledge and the scriptural texts 
belong to the sphere of ignorance (Avidya). They 
are meant only for one who is still under ignor- 
ance and has not realized the Self. They are 
valid only so long as the ultimate Truth is not 
realized; they have just a relative value. But 
from the standpoint of the ultimate Truth, our so- 
ealled knowledge is all Avidya or no knowledge at 
all. In the phenomenal world, however, they are 
quite valid and are capable of producing empiri- 
cal knowledge. 

That our knowledge (empirical) is no know- 
ledge at all is further proved by the fact that we 
do not differ from animals in the matter of cogni- 
tion. Just as a cow runs away when she sees a 
man with a raised stick in his hand, while she 
approaches one with a handful of green grass, so 
also do men, who possess higher intelligence, walk 
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away from wicked persona shouting with drawn 
swords, while they approach those of an opposite 
nature. The behaviour of animals in cognition, 
etc., is well known to be based on ignorance. 

’Therefore it can be inferred that man’s conduct in 
the matter of cognition, etc., so long as they are 
under delusion, is also similarly based. 

It may seem rather strange to say that even 
the scriptures belong to the field of ignorance 
(Avidya); for though in ordinary matters of cog- 
nition, etc., we may resemble animals and act 
through ignorance, yet in matters religious, such 
as the performance of sacrifices, the person whr/ 
engages himself in them has the knowledge that 
the Self is separate from the body, since otherwise 
he cannot expect to enjoy the fruits of his ritualis- 
tic acts in heaven, the body being destroyed at 
death. But we forget that though a person who 
engages himself in ritualistic acts may have a 
knowledge of the Self as distinct from the body, 
yet it is not necessary that he should have a 
knowledge of the real nature of the Self as given 
by the Vedanta texts; rather such knowledge is 
destructive to him. For how can a person who 
knows the Self to be not an enjoyer, agent, and so 
forth undertake any sacrifice enjoined by the 
scriptures? Scriptural texts like, “A Brahmana 
should perform a sacrifice,” are operative only on 
the supposition that attributes such as caste, stage 
of life, age, and circumstances are superimposed 

b.s. — 2 
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on tlie Self, which is none of these. Not only is 
ritualism (Karmakanda) meant for persons under 
ignorance (Avidya), but even so is the Vedanta; 
tor without the distinction of the means of know- 
ledge. objects of knowledge, and knower it is not 
possible to comprehend the meaning of the 
Vedanta texts. A person who is conscious of 
these distinction is under the sway of ignorance 
(Avidya), being in the world of duality. But 
there is a difference between Vedanta and ritual- 
ism. While the latter has for its goal that which 
is within the sphere of ignorance, like enjoyment 
in heaven etc., the former helps one to realize 
his true nature, which destroys all ignorance. 

How can ignorance lead to knowledge? 
.Empirical knowledge can produce transcendental 
knowledge through its empirical validity. To 
put it in Sri Itamakrishna’s beautiful language, 
“When we run a thorn in our hand we take it 
out by means of another thorn and throw out both. 
So relative knowledge alone can remove that 
relative ignorance which blinds the eye of the 
•Self. But such knowledge and such ignorance 
are both alike included in Avidya; hence the man 
who attains to the highest Knowledge (Jnana), 
the knowledge of the Absolute, does away in the 
end with both knowledge and ignorance, being 
free himself from all duality.” But before the 
•dawning of real knowledge the authority of the 
Vedas stands unquestioned, for a knowledge that 
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has wot been realized cannot prevent a person 
from entering* on ritualistic activities. It is only 
after realization that scriptural texts cease to be 
-operative. But before that, “Let the scriptures 
be thy authority in ascertaining what ought to be 
done and what ought not to be done. Having 
Jmowa what is said in the ordinance of the scrip- 
tures thou shouldst act here” (Gita 16.24). ' But 
when realization dawns, then, “To the sage who 
has known the Sell, all the Vedas are of so much 
use as a reservoir is when there is flood every- 
where^ (Gita 2.46). It is only for the knower of 
Brahman that they have no value, and not for 
others. 



CHAPTER I 


Section i 

Topic 1: The inquiry into Brahman and 
its pre-requisites . 

anfwRTT II '< II 

3W Now therefore the inquiry 

(into the real nature) Brahman . 

1. .Now (after the attainment of the 
requisite spiritual qualities) therefore (as 
the results obtained by sacrifices etc., are 
ephemeral, whereas the result of the 
knowledge of Brahman is eternal), the in- 
quiry (into the real nature) of Brahman 
(which is beset with doubts owing to the con- 
flicting views of various schools of philo- 
sophy, should be taken up). 

At the very beginning the utility of such an 
inquiry is questioned. 

Objection : Such an inquiry is not worth the 
trouble. An intelligent man generally does not 
enter into an inquiry about an object which is 
already known, or knowledge of which does not 
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serve any useful purpose. He is always guided 
by utility. Now Brahman is such an object. As 
Brahman pure and unconditioned, there is no 
doubt or indefiniteness about It, for we have such 
^definitions as, “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, 
Infinity’’ (Taitt. 2.1). As identical with the Self 
(Atman) — w r hich the Vedanta holds — also, there 
is no doubt about Brahman; for the Self is nothing 
but the object of the notion of ‘I’, the empirical 
self which is well known to exist as something 
different from the body, senses, etc. Moreover, 
no one doubts his own existence. There is there- 
fore no indefiniteness about Brahman, which 
would induce one to make an inquiry into It. 
The objection that this empirical self is a result of 
superimposition (Adhyasa) of the non-Self on the 
Self and vice verm, and is therefore not the true 
Self, cannot be accepted, for such a superimposi- 
tion between two absolutely contradictory objects 
is not possible. 

Again, the knowledge of* this Self or Brahman 
which, as shown above, everyone possesses, cannot 
destroy the world phenomena and help one to 
attain Liberation, for they have been existing 
together side by side all along from time im- 
memorial. And as there is no other knowledge of 
the Self besides ‘Ego-consciousness’, which can be 
called the true knowledge of the Self, there is no 
•chance of the world phenomena ever ceasing to 
•exist. In other words, the world is a reality, and 
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not something illusory. So the knowledge of 
Brahman serves no useful purpose such as the 
attainment of Liberation from relative existence 
(Samsara). For these reasons an inquiry into 
Brahman is not desirable. 

Answers: An inquiry into Brahman is 
desirable, because there is some indefiniteness 
with respect to It, for we find various conflicting 
views concerning Its nature. Different schools of 
philosophy hold different views. Superimposition 
would have been an impossibility, and there would! 
have been no indefiniteness about Brahman, if tlie 
empirical self had been the real Self. But it is 
not. The scriptures (Smiths), say that the Self is 
free from all limiting adjuncts and is infinite, all- 
blissful, all-knowing. One without a second, and 
so on. This the scriptures repeatedly inculcate, 
and as such it cannot be interpreted in any second- 
ary or figurative sense. But the empirical self is 
felt a s occupying definite space, as when we say, 
am in the room\ as involved in manifold 
miseries, as ignorant, etc. How can this kind of 
notion lie regarded as the true knowledge of the 
Self ? To regard the Self, which is beyond limi- 
tation etc., as being limited etc., is itself an illu- 
sion, and hence superimposition is a self-evident 
fact. The result of the true knowledge of the Self 
leads to Liberation and so serves a very, very 
fruitful purpose. Therefore an inquiry about 
Brahman through an examination of the Vedanta 
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texts dealing with It is worth while and ^hould be 
undertaken. 

The word now in the Sutra is not used to 
introduce a new subject that is going to be taken 
up, in which sense it is generally used in other 
places, as for example, in the beginning of the 
Yoga -Sutras or tiie Purva Mimamsa-Sutras. 
Neither is it used in any other sense, except that 
of immediate consecution, that is, it implies an 
antecedent, which existing, the inquiry about 
Brahman would be possible, and without which it. 
would be impossible. This antecedent is neither 
the study of the Yedas, for it is a common requi- 
site for Purva Mimamsa as well as Vedanta, nor 
the knowledge and performance of rituals pres- 
cribed by the Karmakanda, for these in no way 
help one who aspires after knowledge, but certain 
spiritual requisites. The spiritual requisites 
referred to are: (1) discrimination between things 
permanent and transient, (2) renunciation of the 
enjoyment of fruits of action in this world and in 
the next, (3) the six treasures, as they are called, 
viz., not allowing the mind to externalize an<J. 
checking the external instruments of the sense 
organs (Sama and Dama), not thinking of things 
of the senses (Uparati), ideal forbearance 
(Titiksha), constant practice to fix the mind in 
God (Samadhana), and faith (Sraddha); and (4) 
the intense desire to be free (Mumukshutvam) . 
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Topic 2: Definition of Brahman. 

II * II 

Origin etc. (i.e. y sustenance and dissolu- 
tion) of this (world) from which. 

2. (Brahman is that omniscient, omni- 
potent cause) from which proceed the origin 
etc. ( i.e . sustenance and dissolution) of this 
(world). 

In (lie previous Sutra it has been established 
that an inquiry into Brahman should be made as 
it helps Liberation. Knoweldge of Brahman leads 
Liberation. Now in order that we may attain this 
knowledge of Brahman, It must have some cha- 
racteristics by which It can be known; otherwise 
it is not possible to have such knowledge. The 
opponent holds that Brahman has no such charac- 
teristics by which It can be delined, and in the 
absence ol a definition there can be no knowledge 
of Brahman, and consequently no Freedom. 

This Sutra refutes that objection and gives a 
definition of Brahman: “That which is the cause 
of the world is Brahman” — where the imagined 
“cause of the world” is indicative of Brahman. 
This is called the Tatastha Lakshana, or that 
characteristic of a thing which is distinct from its 
nature and yet serves to make it known. In the 
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definition given by this Sutra, the origin, suste- 
nance, and dissolution are characteristics of the 
world and as such are in no way related to Brah- 
man, which is eternal and changeless; yet these 
indicate Brahman, which is imagined to be the 
cause of the world, just as an imagined snake indi- 
cates the rope when we say, “that which is the 
snake is the rope*'. 

The scriptures give another definition of 
Brahman which describes Its true nature: “Truth, 
Knowledge, Infinity is Brahman. ” This is called 
the Svarupa Lakshana, that which defines 
Brahman in Its true essence. These words, 
though they have different meanings in ordinary 
parlance, yet refer to the one indivisible 
Brahman, even as the words, father, son, brother, 
husband, etc., refej to one and the same person 
according to his relation with different indivi- 
duals. 

It must not however be thought that the 
First Cause of the universe is arrived at by this 
Sutra through mere reasoning, inference, and 
other means of right knowledge usually valid in 
this sense world. Brahman cannot be so estab- 
lished independently of the scriptures (Sruti). 
Though from the effect, the world, we can infer 
that, it must have a cause, we cannot establish 
with certainty what exactly is the nature of that 
cause. We cannot say that Brahman alone is the 
cause and nothing else, as Brahman is not an 
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object of tlie senses. The relation of cause and. 
effect can be established where both the objects 
are perceived. Inference etc. may give only 
strong suggestions of lfrahman’s being the First- 
Cause of the world. A thing established by mere 
inference, however well thought out, is explained 
otlieiwise by greater intellects. Reasoning also 
is eiul less according to the intellectual capacity of 
people and therefore cannot go far in the ascer- 
tainment of Truth. So the scriptures ought to- 
be the basis of all reasoning. It is experience 
that carries weight, and the scriptures are 
authoritative because they are the records of' 
Ihe experience of master minds that have come 
face to face with Reality (Aptavakva). That is 
why the scriptures are infallible. Hence in 
ascertaining the First Cause the scriptures alone 
are authority. 

The prime object of this Sutra, therefore, is 
not io establish Brahman through inference but 
to discuss scriptural passages which declare that 
Brahman is the First Cause — texts like-/ “That 
from which these beings are born, by which they 
live after birth and into which they enter at 
death — try to know That. That is Brahman” 
(Taitt. 3.1). The Sutra collects the Vedanta texts- 
for the full comprehension of Brahman. Once 
the scriptures have declared Brahman to be the 
First Cause, reasoning etc. may be taken 
advantage of in so far as they do not contradict 
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the scriptures, but rather supplement them, im 
ascertaining the sense of the \ edanta texts. 
Such reasoning must be corroborative of the 
truth inculcated. This kind of reasoning includes 
the hearing of the texts (Sravana), thinking about 
their meaning (Manana), and meditation on them 
(Nididhyasana). This leads to intuition. By 
intuition is meant that mental modification 
(Vritti) of the mind (Chitta) which destroys our 
ignorance about Brahman. When the ignorance 
is destroyed by this mental modification in the 
form of Brahman (lira hmakuru Vritti), Brahman, 
which is self-luminous, reveals Itself. In ordi- 
nary perception when we cognize an object the 
mind (Chitta) takes the form of the external 
object, which destroys the ignorance about it, ami 
consciousness reflected in this modification of the 
mind manifests the object. In the case of 
Brahman, however, the mental modification des- 
troys the ignorance, but Brahman, which is con- 
sciousness pure and simple, manifests Itself, 
being self-luminous. That is why the scriptures 
describe Brahman as ‘^slot this', ‘Not this’, thus 
removing the ignorance about It. Nowliere is 
Brahman described positively, as ‘It is this’, Mt 
is this’. 

There is thus a difference between an inquiry 
into Brahman and an inquiry into religious duty 
(Dharma Jijnasa). In , the latter case, the scrip- 
tures alone are authority. Purva Mimamsa says 
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that if you do such, and such a thing, you will get 
such and such results. It is something yet to 
come and does not exist at the time. So no other 
proof is available regarding the truth of these 
statements except faith in them. But Vedanta 
speaks about Brahman, which is an already exist- 
ing entity, and not dependent on human 
-endeavour. Therefore besides faith in the scrip- 
tural texts there are other means available to 
corroborate its statements. That is why there is 
room for reasoning etc. in Vedanta. 

Topic 3: Brahman coy nimble only throvgh 
the scriptures. 



Tl io scripture being the means of 
right knowledge'. 


*3. The scriptures (alone) being the 
means of right knowledge (with regard to 
Brahman, the proposition laid in Sutra 2 
'becomes corroborated) . 

This Sutra makes tlie idea expressed in Sutra 
2 elearer. It any doubt has been left regarding 
■the faet that Brahman as the origin etc. of the 


* This Sutra can also be interpreted in another way. 
It has been said in Sutra 2 that Brahman, which is the 
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world is established by scriptural authority and 
not by inference etc. independently of it, this 
Sutra makes it clear that Srutis alone are proof 
about Brahman. 

Objection : Brahman is an already existing 
thing like a pot, and so It can be known by other 
means of right knowledge independently of the 
scriptures. 

Answer: Brahman has no form etc. and so 
cannot be cognized by direct perception. Again 
in the absence of inseparable characteristics, as 
.smoke is of fire, It cannot be established by 
inference or analogy (Upamana). Therefore, ft 
can be known only through the scriptures. The 
scriptures themselves say, ‘‘One who is ignorant 
of the scriptures cannot know that Brahman”. 
No doubt, as already referred to in llie previous 
Sutra, these means of right knowledge also have 
a scope, but it is only after Brahman is establish- 
ed by the scriptures — as supplementary to them 
and not independent of them. 


cause of this manifold universe, must naturally he omni- 
scient. This Sutra corroborates it. In that case it would 
read : “(The omniscience and omnipotence of Brahman 
follow from Its) being the source of the scriptures.” The 
scriptures declare that the Lord Himself breathed forth 
the Vedas^. So He who has produced these scriptures 
containing such stupendous knowledge cannot but be 
omniscient and omnipotent. 
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Topic 4:. Brahman the main purport of 
all Vedanta texts. 

tRg II * II 

5RT That g but because It is the main 

purport. 

4. But that (Brahman is to be known 
•only from the scriptures and not independ- 
ently by any other means is established) 
because It is the main purport (of all 
Vedanta texts). 

Objection b,j Purvii Mimanisakas : The 

Ve<l fmt a texts do not refer to Brahman. The 
Vedas cannot possibly aim at giving* information 
regarding such self-established, already existing 
objects like Brahman, which can be known 
through other sources. They generally give in- 
lorma lion only about objects that cannot be 
known through other means of right knowledge, 
and about the means to attain such objects. 
Again Brahman, which is our own Self, can 
neither be desired nor shunned and as such cannot 
be an object of human effort. So a mere state- 
ment of fact about ail existing object like 
Brahman, incapable of being desired or shunned 
and therefore useless, would make the scriptures 
.purposeless. 

Yedic passages have a meaning only in so far 
as they are related to some action. So the 
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Vedanta texts, to have a meaning, must be so 
^construed as to be connected witli action (rituals), 
.as supplementing them with some necessary in- 
formation. The texts dealing with the individual 
soul in the Vedanta, therefore, refer to the agent; 
those dealing with Brahman refer to the Deities; 
and those dealing with creation refer to spiritual 
practices (Sadhanas). In that case, being supple- 
mentary to action, the Vedanta texts will have a 
purpose. But if they are taken to refer to 
Brahman only, they will be meaningless, inas- 
much as they will not be helpful to any action. 

Answer: The word but in the Sutra refutes 
nil these objections. The Vedanta texts refer to 
Brahman only, for all of them have Brahman for 
their mam topic. The main purport of a treatise 
is gathered from the following characteristics : 
(1) Beginning and conclusion, (2) repetition 
(3) uniqueness of subject-matter, (4) fruit or result 
{5) praise, and (0) reasoning. These six help 
to arrive at the real aim or purport of any work. 
In chapter six of the Ohhandogya TTpanislutd, 
for example, Brahman is the main purport of all 
the paragraphs; for all these six characteristics 
point to Brahman. It begins, “This universe, my 
boy, was but the Beal (Sat), in the begining” 
(Chli. 6.2.1), and concludes by saying, “In it all 
fhat exists has its self. It is true. It is llie 
■Self’’ (Ibid. 6.15.2) — which also refers to the Sat 
or Brahman. In the frequent repetition, “Thou 
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art That, O Svetaketu”, the same Brahman is 
referred to. The uniqueness of Brahman is quite 
apparent, as It cannot be realized either by direct 
perception or inference in the absence of form etc. 
and characteristics respectively. Beasoning also 
has been adopted by the scriptures here by citing 
the example of clay to elucidate their point. As 
different objects are made out of clay, so are all 
things created from this Brahman. The descrip- 
tion of the origin of the universe from Brahman, 
and of its sustenance by and reabsorption in It is 
by way of praise (Arthavada). The result or fruit 
(Phala) is also mentioned, viz., that through the- 
knowledge of Brahman everything else is known. 
When we realize Brahman the universal lteality, 
we know all the particulars involved in It. So all 
these six characteristics go to show that the main 
topic of the Vedanta texts, as cited above, is 
Brahman. 

Again, these texts cannot be made to refer to 
the agent etc., for they are treated in quite a 
different section trom the Karmakanda. Neither 
are the texts useless, for from the comprehension 
of these texts results Liberation, without auy 
reference to action on the part of the person, even 
as a mere statement that it is a rope and not a 
snake helps to destroy one's illusion. A mere 
intellectual grasp of the texts, however, will not 
help the person to attain Liberation; actual 
realization is what is meant here. 
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Objection : The scriptures* have a purpose in 
so far as they lay down injunctions for man. They 
either induce him to or prohibit him from some 
action. The very meaning of the word ‘Sastra’ is 
this. Even the Vedanta texts are related to in- 
junct ions and thus have a purpose. For though 
they have Brahman for their main purport , yet 
they do not end there, but after describing the 
nattne of Brahman they enjoin on man to realize 
Brahman through intuition. “The Self is to be 
realized — to be heard of, thought about, and 
meditated upon” — in passages like this the scrip- 
tures, after enjoining on man to be conversant 
first with the nature of Brahman, further enjoin 
thinking and meditation on the meaning of those 
passages for the attainment of direct experience. 
Thus they formualte injunctions with regard to 
ihe Knowledge of Brahman. 

Answer i “He who knows the Supreme 
Bra liman becomes Brahman indeed” (Mu. 3. 2. 9) 
— texts like this show that to know Brahman is to 
become Brahman. But since Brahman is an 
already existing entity, we cannot say that to 
know Brahman involves an act, like a ritualistic 
act, having for its result Brahman. When igno- 
rance is removed Brahman manifests Itself, even 
as when the illusion of the snake is removed the 
rope manifests itself. Here the rope is not the 
creation of i\nv act. The identity of the indivi- 
dual soul and Brahman set forth in texts like* >• 

B. s. 3 
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“1 am .Brahman” (Brik. 1. 4. 10), is not a fancy 
or imagination, but an actuality, and therefore 
differs from meditation and devout worship as 
prescribed by the scriptures in texts like, “One 
should meditate on the mind as Brahman”, and 
“The Sun is Brahman” (Chh. 3. 18. 1; 3. 19. 1). 
The knowledge of Brahman, therefore, does not 
•depend on human endeavour, and hence it is im- 
possible to connect Brahman or the knowledge of 
It with any action. Neither can Brahman be said 
to be the object of the act of knowing; for there 
sire texts like, “It is different from the known, 
again It is beyond the unknown” (Ken. 1. 4), and 
“Through what, O Maitreyi, can the knower be 
known?” (Brill. 2. 4. 14). in the same way 
Brahman is denied as an object of devout worship 
(Upilsana) — “Know that alone to be Brahman, not 
that which people adore here” (Ken. 1. 5). The 
scriptures, therefore, never describe Brahman as 
this or that, but only negate manifoldness which is 
■false, in texts like, “There is no manifoldness in 
It” (Kath. 2. 4. 11), and “He who sees manifold- 
ness in It goes from death to death” (Kath. 
2. 4. 10). 

Moreover, the result of action is either crea- 
tion, modification, purification or attainment. 
None of these is applicable to the knowledge of 
Brahman, which is the same thing as Liberation. 
If Liberation were created or modified, it would 
not be permanent, and no school of philosophers is 
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prepared to accept such a contingency. Since 
Brahman is our Inner Sell', we cannot attain It by 
any action, as a village is attained by our act of 
.going. Nor is there any room for a purificatory 
ceremony in the eternally pure Self. 

Knowledge itself, again, cannot be said to be 
an activity of the mind. An action depends upon 
.human endeavour and is not bound up with the 
nature of things, it can either be done, or .not 
•done or modified by the agent. Knowledge, on the 
other hand, does not depend upon human notions, 
but on the tiling itself. It is the result of the right 
jneans, having for its objects existing* things. 
Knowledge can therefore neither be made, nor not 
made, nor modified. Although mental, it differs 
from such meditations as “Man is fire, O 
‘dautama”, “Woman is fire”, ete. (Chh. 5. 7. I; 
o. 8. 1 ). 

Thus Brahman or the knowledge of Brahman 
being* in no way connected with action, injunc- 
tions have no place with regard to It. Therefore 
4exts like, “The Atman is to be realized” etc., 
though imperative in character, do not lay down 
any injunction, but are intended to turn the mind 
of the aspirant from things external, which keep 
■one bound to this relative existence, and direct it 
.inwards. Further it is not true that the scriptures 
-can have a purpose if only they enjoin or 
prohibit some action, for even by describing exist- 
ing things they serve a useful purpose, if thereby 
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they conduce to the well-being' of man, and wliat 
can do this better than the knowledge of Brahman, 
which results in Liberation? The comprehension! 
of Brahman includes hearing-, reasoning,, and 
meditation. Mere hearing does not result in full 1 
comprehension or realization of Brahman. Reason- 
ing and meditation are also subservient to that full 
comprehension. Hence it cannot be said that they 
are .enjoined. If after full comprehension 
Brahman was found to be related to some injunc- 
tion, then only it could be said to be supple- 
mentary to action. 

So Brahman is in no way connected with 
action. All the Vedanta texts deal with an 
independent topic, which is Brahman, and these- 
texts are the only proof of this Brahman, as it is* 
not possible to know It through any other source'. 

So far it has been shown in the pievious Sutras 
that all the Vedanta texts refer exclusively to 
Brahman without any connection whatsoever wifh 
action, and that Brahman is the omniscient, omni- 
potent cause of the origin etc. of this universe.. 
Here the Sfmkliyas raise an objection: The* 
Vedanta texts about creation do not refer to 
Brahman but to the unintelligent Pradhana made* 
up of the three Gunns- (constituents) — Sattva, 
Rajas, and Tamos, as the First Cause. The- 
Pradhana is omnipotent with respect to its effects. 
Again the Pradhana has Sattva for one of its com- 
ponents, of which, according to Smriti (Gita: 
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14. 17), knowledge is an attribute. Therefore the 
Pradhana can figuratively be said to be omni- 
scient, because of its capacity lor all knowledge. 
To Brahman, on I lie other hand, which is isolated 
and pure intelligence itself, you cannot ascribe aLl- 
knowingness or partial-knowledge. Moreover, as 
ithe Pradhana has three components, it seems 
reasonable that it alone is capable of undergoing 
.modifications, like clay, into various objects of 
name and form, and not Brahman, which is un- 
aompounded, 'homogeneous and unchangeable. 
Moreover, the First Fa use is an already existing 
^entity and so con be established by inference from 
’its effects and even the scriptures recommend 
inference of the cans* 1 from the effect. So what the 
Vedanta texts about creation say with respect to 
the First (Muse holds good, and more aptly so, in 
■the case of the Fradhana, and therefore it is the 
■First (Muse referred to by the scriptures. 

Topic ~i : 7 h'- Fir*i ('ante on intelligent 

principle* 

Sutras -V I 1 refute these arguments of the 
Sanl.hyas and establish Brahman as the First 
‘Cause. The discussion mainly refers to the sixth 
•chapter of the Chhandogya Upanishad. 

|| || 

On account of thinking (seeing) is not 
not based on the scriptures. 
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5 . On account of thinking (being attri- 
buted to the First Cause by the scriptures^ 
the Pradhana) is not (the Idrst Cause refer- 
red to by them); (Pradhana) is not based 
on the scriptures. 

Tilt* First Cause is said, in the scriptures, to 
have willed or thought before creation, “This- 
universe, my dear, was but the Real (Sat) in the 
beginning'— One only without a secoud. It; 
thought, ‘may 1 be many, may I grow!’ and It 
projected fire” (( 'll li . (>. 2. 2-dy “It; (the Atman) 
willed, ‘Let me project worlds!’ So It projected’ 
these worlds” (Ait. 1. 1. 1-2). Such thinking or 
willing is not possible to the insentient Pradhana. 
It is possible only if the First Cause is an intelli- 
gent principle like Brahman. 

The all-knnwingness attributed to the Pra- 
dhana because of its Sattva component, is inadmis- 
sible, as Sattva is not predominant in the 
Pradhana, since all the three Gunns are in a state 
of equilibrium. If in spite of this it is said to be 
capable of producing knowledge, then the other 
two Gunns must he equally capable of retarding 
knowledge. So while Sattva will make it all- 
knowing, Rajas and Tanias will make it partly 
knowing, which is a contradiction. 

That nll-knowingness and creation .are not: 
possible to Brahman, which is pure intelligence 
itself and unchangeable, is also not true. For 
Brahman can be all-knowing and creative through 
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Maya. So Brahman, the Sat ot‘ the text quoted r 
which thought, is the First Cause. 

The Sankliyas again try to avoid the diffi- 
culty created by thinking being attributed to the- 
First Cause thus: In the same text quoted above 
it is said further on, 1 ‘That tire thought, ‘may I 
be many, may I grow!’ and it projected water 
. . . . Water thought, ... it projected earth” 
(Chh. 6. 2. 3-4). Here fire and water are material 
things, and yet thinking is attributed to them. 
Similarly the thinking by the Sat (Real), in the 
text originally quoted, can also be taken figurat- 
ively, in which case the Pradhana, though in- 
sentient, can yet be the First Cause. 

This argument the following Sutra refutes. 

, 3U<H*J«5RTJ| II 

secondary (figurative) if (it be said) «l 
not because of tin* word ‘Self } (Atman). 

6. If it be said (that ‘thinking’) is 
used in a secondary sense (with regard to Sat); 
(we say) not so, because of the word ‘Self’ (by 
which the First Cause is referred to in the 
scriptures). 

The Sat (Real) of the text cited in the 
previous Sutra after creating fire, water, etc. 
thought, “Let me now enter into these tlir$e 
as this living self (Jiva) and evolve names and 
forms” XChh. 6. 3. 2.). The Sat, the First Cause, 
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refers to the intelligent principle, the Jiva, as its 
self. The insentient Pradhana cannot refer to an 
intelligent principle like the Jiva as its self or as 
its own nature. 

The Sankhyas again try to ward off this 
objection by saying that the woid ‘Self' (Atman) 
is equally used to refer to intelligent and noil- 
intelligent things, as, for example, in expres- 
sions like Bhntatma (the self of the elements), 
Jnddyatma (the self of the senses), etc., and so 
can be used in connection with the Pradhana also. 

The next Sutra refutes this argument. 

|| vs || 

To one who is devoted to that (Sat) 
because Liberation is declared. 

.7. (That Pradhana cannot be .desig- 
nated by the word ‘Self’ is established) be- 
cause Liberation is declared to one who is 
devoted to that Sat (the First Cause). 

The sixth chapter of the Chhandogy.t 
Upanishad ends by instructing Svetaketu thus: 
4 ‘Thou art that.” An intelligent being such as 
Svetaketu cannot be identified with the insentient 
Pradhana. Moreover, in section 14, paragraphs 
2-3 of this chapter, Liberation is said to result to 
one who is devoted to this Sat, and it cannot 
result from meditation on the insentient Pra- 
dhana. For these reasons, given in the previous 
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Sutra and in this, the ‘Sat,’ the First Cause, 
does not refer to the Pradhana but to an intelli- 
gent principle. 

n c ii 

Fitness to be abandoned not being 
stated (by the scriptures ) and. 

8. And because it is not stated (by 
the scriptures) that It (Sat) has to be 
abandoned, (Pradhana cannot be denoted 
by the word ‘Sat ). 

It the intention of t lie scriptures had been lo 
take the aspirant step by step irom grosser to 
subtler truths till finally Ihe real nature of the 
Atman was presented to him. and for this purpose 
they had referred lo the Pradhana — denoted by 
the word ‘Sat* according to the Sankhyas — as the 
Self, then there would have been later on a state- 
ment to the effect that this Pradhana must be 
dropped, for it was not the real Self. But there is 
no such statement in tile texts in question. On 
the contrary, the whole chapter of the Chhan- 
dogya Upanishad, in which the texts occur, deals 
with the Self as nothing but that Sat. Moreover, 
this chapter begins with the question, “What is 
that- which being known everything is known?” 
Now if the Pradhana were the First Cause, then 
by knowing it everything would be known, which 
is not a fact. The enjoyer (Purusha), which is 
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different from it, not being a product of the 
Pradhana like tiie objects of enjoyment, cannot 
be known by knowing the Pradhana. Therefore 
the Pradhana is not the First Cause, knowing 
which everything is known, according to the 
scrip hires. Such a view will contradict the 
premise. 

it S u 

WTOW On account of resolving or merging in- 
one’s own Self. 

9. On account of (the individual soul) 
merging in its own Self (or the universal 
Self referred to as the Sat, in deep sleep, 
the Pradhana cannot he denoted bv the 
word ‘Self’). 

“When a man is said to be thus asleep, he is 
united with die Sat. mv child — he merges in his- 
own Self” (Ohh. f>. 8. 1). Here it is taught that 
the individual soul merges in the Sat, and as it is 
impossible for the intelligent soul to merge in the 
insentient. Pradhana, the latter cannot be the 
First Cause denoted by the word ‘Sat’ in the text. 

JlRwmMTrT || ?e || 

On uceount of the uniformity of views. 

10. Because (all the Vedanta texts) 
uniformly refer to (an intelligent principle- 
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as the First Cause, Brahman is to be taken 
as that Cause). 

See Chli. 7. 20. 1, l»r. 3. 3, Taitt. 2. 1. etc. 
The scriptures themselves say, “Whom all the 
Vedas proclaim” (Katli. 1. 2. 10). 

|| f < r < II 

^ytc^ld Being declared l)y the Vedas also. 

11. (The all-knowing Brahman alone 
is the First Cause of this world) because 
(it is so known directly) from the Vedas 
also. 

“He is the Cause, the Lord of the ruler of 
the sense organs (Jivutman) and has neither 
parent nor Lord” t Kvet. G. 9) — where ‘He’ refers 
to the all-knowing Lord described in that chapter. 

Therefore it is established that the omni- 
scient, omnipotent Brahman is the First Cause 
and not the insentient Prad liana or anything* else. 

From Sutra 12 onwards till practically the 
end of the first chapter a new topic is taken up 
for discussion, viz., whether certain terms found 
in the TTpanishads are used in their ordinary 
senses or as referring to Brahman. Again the 
TTpanishads speak of two types of Brahman, the 
Nirguna or Brahman without attributes and the 
Saguna or Brahman with attributes. It is the- 
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Jutter which is within the domain of Nescience 
and is the object of meditation (Upasana), whicli 
is of different kinds yielding: different results; 
while the Nirguna Brahman, which is free from 
.all imaginary limiting* adjuncts of the other type 
is file object of Knowledge. Meditation on the 
Saguna Brahman cannot lend to immediate Libe- 
ration. It can at best lead to gradual Liberation 
(Krama-Mukti). The knowledge of the Nirguna 
Brahman alone leads to immediate Liberation. 
Now in many places in the Upanishads Brahman 
is described apparently with qualifying adjuncts; 
yet the scriptures say that the knowledge of that 
Brahman leads to immediate Liberation. If 
Brahman is worshipped as limited by those 
adjuncts, it cannot lead to such Liberation. But 
if these qualifying ad j muds are regarded as not 
being ultimately aimed at by the Sruti, but used 
merely as indicative of Brahman, tlmn these very 
texts would refer to the Nirguna Brahman and 
Liberation would be the immediate result of 
knowing that Brahman. So by reasoning we have 
to arrive at a com lusion as to the true significance 
of these texts, which obviously have a doubtful 
import. 

The issue of the Saguna and Nirguna 
Brahman as shown above is not, however, kept up 
all through, for in many places it is not between 
them but between the Saguna Brahman and the 
individual soul or something else. 
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' Topic 6: Concern) in/ ‘'the Self consisting of 
bliss”. 

II r <R II 

3JR5WT: “The Self consisting of bliss” atWjraRI. 
because of the repetition. 

12. (In the passage) "The Self con- 
sisting of bliss” etc. (Brahman, which is 
spoken of as the tail, is put forward as an 
independent entity and not as something 
subordinate to Anandamaya, the Self con- 
sisting of bliss) on account of the repetition 
(of Brahman as the main topic in many 
passages of that chapter). 

In topic f> tlic word ‘thinking’ attributed 10 
the* First Cause is interpreted in its direct sense, 
thus establishing the intelligent principle 
Brahman as the First Cause, and the figurative- 
meaning, which woultP have established the 
Pradhana, is thrown out as being doubtful. Hut 
here' such a thing, that is the establishing of 
Brahman, is impossible, for the terms denoting 
parts allow no room for doubt, thus making it 
impossible to interpret, the texts as referring to 
Brahman. This connects the present topic with 
the last one by way of objection. 

The passage in question is: “Different from 
this self, which consists of understanding 
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.( Vijoanamaya), i.-> the inner sell which consists of 
bliss .... Joy is the head, satisfaction is its right 
.wing, rapture is its left wing, bliss its trunk. 
Brahman is the tail, the support” (Taitt. 2. 5). 
The Sutra says that here Brahman, which is 
spoken of as tire tail, is treated as an independent 
entity and is not to be taken as a part of “the self 
consisting of bliss," for ‘tail’ here does not mean 
the limb, in which sense it is generally used, but 
the ,-upport of the individual mjuI made up of 
“the sell consisting of bliss”, as Brahman is the 
substratum of the imaginary individual soul. 
This conclusion is arrived at, because Brahman 
'without any limiting adjuncts whatsoever is again 
and again reiterated in these Taittiriya texts. 

[Sutras 12-1!) are interpreted by the Yritti- 
kara (who is probabiy rpavarsha) as follows: The 
Taittiriya bpanishad 2, 1-4 after enumerating 
the selves consisting of food, vital force, 
.mind, and understanding, speaks of “the self 
consisting of bliss" in the passage quoted above. 
(Taitt. 2. o). The question is whether this refers 
to the individual soul or Brahman. The opponent 
.holds that it refers to the individual soul, because 
the word ‘Anandamaya* denotes a modification 
and therefore cannot reter to Brahman, which is 
unchangeable. Moreover, five diffeient parts are 
•enumerated of this Anandamaya, the self con- 
sisting of bliss; this is not possible in the case of 
Brahman, which is without parts. Sutras 12-19. 
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according to this interpretation, maintain that 
‘Anandamaya’; the self consisting of bliss, refers 
to Brahman on account of the repetition of the 
Avoid ‘Anandamaya’ in these Taittiriya texts. 
Repetition has already been said to be one of the 
■characteristics by which the subject-matter of a 
passage is ascertained. Brahman, again, has 
been proved to be the main topic of the Vedanta 
tcxls (Ch. 1, Sec. J, Sutra 4). Therefore 
‘Anandamaya’ refers to Brahman. Moreover, 
4 lie opening words of the second chapter of the 
Taittiriya I'panishad, “Truth, Knowledge, 
Infinity is Brahman” (Taitt. 2. 1), and texts like, 
“He projected all this” (Taitt. 2. f>), make it 
clear that Brahman is the topic. The termination 
“mayat* is also not out of place in Brahman, for 
it is used here to denote tin abundance of bliss. 
The possession of a body having parts is also 
ascribed to It, only because of the immediately 
preceding limiting condition, viz . , the self consist- 
ing of understanding and does not really belong to 
It. Hence “the self consisting of bliss” is the 
highest Brahman. 

Sankara objects to this interpretation of ihe 
Sutras and says that Anandamaya cannot be the 
highest Brahman. First of all, there is no justi- 
fication, for suddenly changing the interpretation 
of the affix ‘mayat* from modification in the case 
of Yijnanainaya, Pranainaya, etc. in the preceding 
passages to abundance in the case of' Anandamaya, 
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so os to make this word refer to Brahman. 
Again the very idea of preponderance or abund- 
ance of bliss suggests that there is also misery in 
it, however slight. Such an idea with respect to 
Brahman is absurd. So Sankara replaces this 
interpretation of the Sutras, which Anandagiri 
attributes to the Yrittikara, by another, which we 
have reproduced above. J 

, *7j n r <3 n 

felWlri On account of ;i word ( ‘tail’ ) deno- 
ting part »f is not %cT if it bo said !f not so 
STTOfa on ao •omit of abundnu'c (of tonus denot- 
ing parts). 

13. If it be said (that Brahman) is 
not (spoken of as an independent entity in 
the passage) on account of a word (‘tail’) 
denoting part, (we* reply) not so, on account 
of abundance (of terms denoting parts). 

Owing to the abundance of phraseology de- 
noting parts or limbs in the Taittiviva texts 2.1-5, 
Brahman is designated as the tail just to keep up 
the foregoing imagery; but it is not intended to 
convey the idea that Brahman is actually a part 
or member of “the self consisting of bliss”. The 
object of the scriptures is to tench the knowledge 
of the real Self. If the “self consisting of bliss” 
were the real Self, the scriptures would refer to 
this in the concluding texts, but as a matter of 
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fact they do not; on the other hand they refer to 
the Nirguna Brahman, which is therefore the real 
subject-matter. Brahman’s being the tail means, 
not that It is a part, but that It is the main sup- 
port or abode of everything. 



II II 


Because (It) is declared to be the 
cause of it ^ and. 


14. And because (Brahman) is declared 
to be the cause of it (the self consisting of 
bliss. Brahman cannot be taken as a part 
of it.) 

Brahman is the, cause of everything, even of 
“the self consisting of bliss”, as also of the four 
earlier named ones, viz., the self consisting of 
food, vital force, mind, and understanding. “He 
projected all this whatever there is” (Taitt. 2. 6). 
The cause cannot be a part of the effect. 


Hi'ViWw*. That which has been referred to in 
the Mantra portion the very same ^ moreover 
is sung. • 

15. Moreover that very Brahman 
which has been referred to in the Mantra 
portion is sung (in this Brahmana passage 
as the tail). 
b.s. — 4 



52 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[1.1.17 


The second chapter of the Taittiriya TJpa- 
nishad begins, “He who knows Brahman attains 
the Highest .... Brahman is Truth, Knowledge 
and Infinity.’ ’ This very Brahman is finally 
declared to be the tail. Otherwise there would be 
a contradiction between the Mantra and Brahmana 
portions, which cannot be, for the Brahmanas 
only explain what the Mantras declare. Therefore 
Brahman is the primary subject-matter and is not 
treated as a part of “the self consisting of bliss.” 

: II ^ II 

•f not the other (Jiva) 3T«JtTO : on account 

of impossibility. 

16. (Brahman and) not the other (the 
individual soul, is meant here) on account of 
the impossibility (of that assumption). 

He who is referred to in the passage, “The 
self consisting of bliss” etc. is said to be the 
(•real or of everything. “He projected all this 
whatever there is” (Taitt. 2. 0). This the indivi- 
dual soul cannot possibly do and so is not referred 
to in the passage, “The self consisting of bliss” 
etc. 

|| ^vs || 

On account of the declaration of 
difference ^ and. 

17. And on account of the declaration, 
of difference (between the two, i.e., the one 
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xeferred to in the passage, “The self con- 
sisting of bliss’ ’ etc. and the individual soul, 
the latter cannot be the one referred to in 
the passage). 

That which is referred to in the passage, “The 
self' consisting of blips’’ etc. is said to be of the 
essence of flavour, attaining which the individual 
moul is blissful. “It (That which is referred to in 
;ih e. passage, “The self consisting of bliss” etc.) is 
flavour; only after attaining (this essence of) 
flavour is this (soul; blissful” (Taitt. 2. 7). Now 
that which is attained and the attainer cannot be 
-the same. So the individual soul is not referred 
to in that passage under discussion. 

‘ HrgnFrmrT n n 

tMdOn account of the word ‘bliss*, literally 
‘desire’, (denoting Brahman) ^ and 
(Anandamaya also) cannot be inferred as 
Brahman. 

18 . And on account of the word ‘bliss’, 
literally ‘desire \ (referring to Brahman), 
(you) cannot infer (Anandamaya is also 
Brahman, since the suffix ‘mayat’ is used to 
denote modification). 

In the scriptures the word ‘bliss’ is often used 
for Brahman; from this we cannot infer that 
Anandamaya, the self consisting of bliss,* is ako 
rBrahjnan, for the suffix 'mayat* shows that it is 
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a modification. This sets aside the whole of the 
interpretation of the Vrittikara mentioned under 
Sutra 12. 

arforerPT * n n u 

In this its (the Jiva’s) ^ also cRjfar 
mergence as that Sflfef teaches. 

19. (The Vedas) also teach of its (the 
Jiva’s) becoming (on the dawning of Know- 
ledge) one with this (referred to in the 
passage under discussion). 

Since the individual soul, on the dawning of 
Knowledge, becomes one with that which is 
referred to in the passage under discussion, the 
latter must be Brahman. 

Hence “the self consisting of bliss” is in no 
way the principal topic of these texts. It is 
Brahman which is the support of everything that 
is dealt with as an independent entity in the 
texts. 


Topic 7: 'The person in the sun and the 
eye is Brahman . 



3RT* Within b( ‘cause Its characteris- 

tics arc mentioned. 

20. (The one) within (the sun and the 
eye is Brahman), because Its characteristics, 
are mentioned (therein). 
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“Now that golden person who is seen within 
the sun, with a golden beard and golden hair . . . 
is named Ut, for he has risen (udita) above all 
evils . . . Rik and Saman are his joints . . . He 
is the lord of the worlds beyond the sun and of all 
objects desired by the gods” (Chh. 1. 6. 6-8). 
“Now the person who is seen in the eye is Rik; he 
is Saman , Uktha> Yajus , Brahman . The form of 
that person in the eye is the same as that of the 
other (the person in the sun), the joints of the one 
are the joints of the other, the name of the one is 
the name of the other . . . He is the lord of the 
world beneath the body and of all objects desired 
by men” (Chh. 1. 7. 5-8). In the last topic, in 
spite of things to the contrary, the very fact of 
the repetition of Brahman in the texts helped us 
to arrive at the conclusion that Brahman was the 
topic of those texts. Following the same argu- 
ment, the repetition of abode, form, limitations, 
etc., in the texts cited ought to make some indivi- 
dual soul which has attained to that eminence of 
being the presiding deity of the solar orb, and not 
Brahman, the topic of these texts — this is the 
objection. 

The Sutra refutes this and says that the 
person spoken of is the Highest Brahman, as its 
characteristics — such as being above all evils,, 
being the self of everything like Rik, Yajus, 
Saman (these few being mentioned only by way of 
example), and his being the lord of the worlds 
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beyond the sun and also of file worlds beneath the 
body — are mentioned. The mention of a parti- 
cular abode, viz., the sun, and the eye, of form, as- 
having a beard, and being; golden in colour, and 
of a limitation of powers is only for the purpose of 
meditation (bpasana). The Highest Lord may, 
in order to gratify His devout worshippers, assume 
through Maya any form He likes. It is for the 
convenience of meditation that these limitations 
are imagined in Brahman, which otherwise, in Its 
true nature, is beyond them. 


On account of a distinction being 
made ^ also is different. 

21. Also on account of a distinction 
being made (in another text between the two,. 
ix. s the person in the sun and the indivi- 
dual soul animating the sun) (the Lord) is 
different (from the latter). 

‘ He who dwells in the sun and is within the 
sun. whom the sun does not know* whose body the 
nun is and who rules the sun from within, is thy. 
Self, the ruler within, the immortal” (Brill, d. 7.. 
9) — this text clearly shows that the Highest Lord 
is within the sun and yet different from the indivi- 
dual soul identifying itself with the sun. This 
cbnfinns the view expressed in the last Sutra. 
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Topic 8: The word * Ahasa (ether) 
s to be understood as Brahman. 

In the last topic the characteristics like 
“being above all evil”, etc., being of doubtful 
import were made to refer to Brahman and not to 
the deity of the solar orb and accordingly the 
mention of form, etc., were interpreted to be 
imagined in Brahman for the sake of meditation. 
But now the characteristics mentioned in the text 
that are taken up for discussion are not of 
doubtful import but refer clearly to elemental 
ether, so how will you interpret these texts — 
seems to be the view of the objector. 

an^TWfWRUl ^ II 

(The word) Ak&sa on account of 

the characteristic marks of that (Brahtnan). 

22. (The word) Akasa (ether) (is 
Brahman) on account of the characteristic 
marks of That (i.e. 9 Brahman) (being men- 
tioned). 

“ ‘What is the goal of this world ?’ ‘Akasa,’ 
h.e replied. For all these beings take their rise 
from Akasa only and dissolve in it. Akasa is 
greater than these. It is their ultimate goal. It 
indeed is the Supreme Udgitha .... He who 
knowing this as such meditates on the Supreme 
Udgitha . . . 99 (Ohh. 1. 9. 1-2). Here ‘Akasa* 
refers to Brahman and not to the elemental Akasa 
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(ether), as the characteristics of Brahman, namely, 
the rise of the entire creation from it and its 
return to it at dissolution are mentioned. No 
doubt these marks may also refer to the ether, as 
the scriptures say that from the ether is produced 
air, from air fire, etc., and they return to the ether 
at the end of a cycle. But then the force of the 
words ‘all these’ aud ‘only’ ip the text quoted 
would be lost. To preserve it the text should be 
taken to refer to the fundamental cause of all, 
including the ether, which can be Brahman alone. 
The word ‘Akasa’ is also used for Brahman in 
other texts: “That \fhich is called Akasa is the 
revealer of all forms and names.” (Chh. 8. 14. 1). 
Again Brahman alone can be ‘greater than all’ 
and ‘their ultimate goal’ as mentioned in the text. 
In other scriptural passages like, “He is greater 
than the earth, He is greater than the heavens” 
(Chh. 3. 14. 3), “Brahman is Knowledge and 
Bliss. It is the ultimate goal of him who make9 
gifts” (Brih. 3. 9. 28) — these qualities of being 
greater and the ultimate goal of everything are 
mentioned, and therefore this interpretation if* 
justified. Hence the Udgitha in the text cited is 
to be meditated upon not as a symbol of the ether 
but of Brahman. 
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Topic 0: The word Prana to he understood 
as Brahman . 

5TT0T. || ^ || 

3RT For the same reason 5W (the word) 
Pr&na (refers to Brahman). 

23. For the same reason (the word) 
‘Prana’ (also refers to Brahman). 

“ 'Which is that deity?’ 'Prana,* he said. 
For all these beings merge in Prana alone and 
from Prana they arise” (Chh. 1. 11. 4-5). The 
question is whether Prastava (a division of 
Saman) is a symbol of the vital force or Brahman. 
Here Prana does not mean the vital force but 
Brahman, in which sense it is used in texts like, 
“The Prana of Prana” (Brih. 4. 4. 18). Why? 
Because the characteristic of Brahman, “All 
these beings merge in Prana, ** etc. is mentioned. 
All the Jivas merge in Prana, and that is possible 
only if 'Prana* is Brahman and not the vital force 
(the ordinary sense of the word), in which only 
4he senses get merged in deep sleep. 

Topic 10: The word ‘ light * to be understood 
as Brahman. 

In the two previous topics, on account of the 
characteristics of Brahman being present in the 
4exts quoted, it was possible to conclude that 
Brahman was referred to in them. The next 
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Sutra takes up for discussion a text which itself 
does not mention the characteristics of Brahman, 
but the text prior to it does. 

II Rtf II 

vwftfcO Light on account of the men- 

tion of feet. 

24. (The word) ‘light’ (is Brahman) 
on account of the mention of feet (in &, 
complimentary passage). 

“Now that light which shines above this, 
heaven, beyond all, . . . Let a man meditate on 
this*’ etc. (Chh. 3. 13. 7). Here the question is 
whether the meditation is to be on the light as 
such or on Brahman. The Sutra says that ‘light’ 
here does not mean physical light which helps 
vision, such as the sun, but Brahman, because 
feet (quarters) are mentioned in a preceding text:! 
“This much is Its glory, greater than this is the 
Purusha. One foot of It is all beings while Its 
(remaining) three feet are immortal in heaven” 
(Chh. 3. 12. 6). The Brahman that has been so 
described in this passage is recognized in the one 
first quoted, where ‘light 7 occurs, because there 
also it is said to be connected with ‘heaven*. 
Brahman is the subject-matter of not only the 
previous texts, but also of the^ subsequent texts; 
for in the section immediately following that 
which contains the passage under N discussion*. 
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(i.e. in Chh. 8. 14) Brahman is also the main topic. 
It is therefore but reasonable to sav that the inter- 
vening* section ((Mill . ti. L‘l) also deals with 
Brahman. Hence ‘light’ here means Brahman. 
The word ‘light’ can be used for Brahman, which 
manifests the world even as light manifests 
objects. The mention of limiting adjuncts with 
respect to Brahman, denoted by the word Tight’ 
is only for the sake of meditation. 

<r«rr fir rrshm n n 

The metre (Gayatri) being mentioned 
51 is not % if it be said * no in that way 
tho application of the mind lias been 
inculcated % for so it is seen (in other 

te.yts). 

25. If it be said (that Brahman is) 
not (referred to) on account of the metre 
(Gayatri) being mentioned; (we reply) no, 
because in that way (i.e. by means of the 
metre), the application of the mind (on 
Brahman) has been inculcated f for so (t.c ; 
through the help of the modifications of 
Brahman) it is seen (in other texts). 

■ Am objection is raised that in the text “One 
foot of It is all beings’’. Brahman is not referred' 
to; but the metre Gayatri, for the first paragraph- 
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of the preceding section of the same Upanishad 
begins with, “Gayatri is everything, whatever 
here exists,” etc. Therefore the feet referred to in 
the text cited in the last Sutra refer to this metre 
and not to Brahman. In reply it is said: Not 
so; tor the text, “Gayatri is all this” etc., teaches 
that one should meditate upon the Brahman 
which is connected with this metre, because 
Brahman, being the cause of everything, is con- 
nected with that Gayatri also, and it is that 
Brahman which is to be meditated upon. This 
interpretation would be in keeping with the other 
texts in the same section, e.g. “That which is that 
Brahman” (Chli. 3. 12. 7) and also with ‘ All 
this indeed is Brahman” (Chh. 3. 14. 1), where 
Brahman is the chief topic. Meditation on 
Brahman through Its modifications or effects is 
seen in other texts also. “Him the Bahvrichas 
meditate upon in the great hymn” etc. [(Ait. Ar. 
3. 2. 3. 12). Therefore Brahman is meant here, 
and not the metre Gayatri. 

|| ^ || 

'j 'ho, representation of beings etc. 
as feet vassn • is possible ^ also bjH. thus. 

26. Tims also (we have to conclude, 
riz., that Brahman is the topic of the pre- 
vious passage, where Gayatri occurs) 
because (thus only) the representation of 
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the beings etc. as the feet (of Gayatri) is 
possible. 

The beings, earth, body, and heart can be 
feet only of Brahman and not of Gayatri, the 
metre — a mere collection of syllables. See Ch. 
3. 12. 2-4. So by Gayatri is here meant Brahman 
as connected with the metre Gayatri. It is this 
Brahman so particularized by Gayatri that is said 
to be the self of all in the text, “Gayatri is every- 
thing” etc. This same Brahman is again recog- 
nised as ‘light’ in Chh. 3. 13. 7. 





II K* II 


'jWS&lf+Kld On account of the difference in 
specification not if it be said ^ no 

in either (description) 
because there is no contradiction. 


27. If it be said (that Brahman of the 
Gayatri passage cannot be recognized in the 
passage dealing with ‘light’), on account of 
difference in specification, (we reply) no„ 
there being no contradiction in either (des- 
cription to such a recognition). 

In the Gayatri passage heaven is specified as- 
the abode of Brahman, while in the other, 
Brahman is described as existing above heaven. 
How then can it be said that one and the same 
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Brahman is referred to in both the passages? It 
can ; there is no contradiction here, even as when 
we say, with reference to a bird perching on the 
top of a tree, that it is perching on the tree, or 
that it is above the tree. The difference in the 
case-ending of the word is no contradiction, 

since the locative case is often used in scriptural 
passages to express, secondarily, the meaning of 
the ablative. , 

Therefore the word ‘light’ has to be under- 
stood as Brahman. 

Topic 11 : India's instruction to Pratardana . 

II II 

3OT: PWtna (like) that 3fg*TRRT being so 

comprehended (from the texts). 

28. Prana is Brahman, it being so 
comprehended (from the purport of the 
texts). 

In the previous topic the fact that Brahman's 
three teet (quarters) were spoken of in an earlier 
text as being in heaven helped us to recognize 
that the same Brahman is spoken of as the light 
above heaven. The connection with heaven 
helped us to this recognition. Now t another text 
is taken up 1‘ot discussion, in which there is no 
such decisive factor. 
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In the Kausliiraki Upanishad there occurs 
the iollowing conversation between Indra and 
Pratardana, in which the latter says to India: 
“You yourself choose for me that boon which you 
deem most beneficial to man.” Indra said, 
“Know me only, that is what 1 deem most bene- 
ficial to man 1 am Prana, the intelligent 

self (Prajnatman), meditate on me as life, as 
immortality. . . . And that Prana is indeed the 
intelligent self, blessed, undecaying, immortal” 
^Kau. 3. 1-8). The question is raised whether 
these passages refer to the god Indra, or the 
individual self, or the vital force, or Brahman. 
The decision is that as the characteristics of 
Brahman are more in evidence in these passages 
than those of the god India, individual soul, or 
the vital force (Prana), therefore Brahman is 
referred to in these passages; hence Prana here 
means Brahman. The characteristics of Brahman 
referred to are: (1) Indra says in reply to Pratar- 
dana’s request for that which is most beneficial to 
man, “Know me, I am Prana” etc., and since 
Brahman alone is most beneficial to man, India’s 
answer refers to Brahman. (2) Prana is spoken of 
as blessed, undecaying, immortal, which can be 
true only of Brahman. (3) The knowledge of this 
Prana is also said to absolve one from all sins : 
“He who knows me thus, by no deed of his is his 
achievement harmed, neither by matricide nor by 
patricide. . . (Kau. 3. 1). 
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^ I 1 R frT %cT. 7 

STfopUI^II 

*f Not ^31 the speaker’s 3flclfT^3^ 011 account 
of the instruction about himself %Hf it be said 
abundance of reference to the 
Inner Self % because in this. 

29. If it be said that (Brahman is) not 
(referred to in these passages) on account of 
the speaker’s instruction about himself; 
(we reply not so), because there is abundance 
of reference to the Inner Self in this- 
(chapter) . 

An objection is raised that the word ‘Prana’, 
cannot as stated in the last Sutra, refer to- 
Brahman, since the speaker Tndra describes him- 
self by the word ‘Prana’ in, “f am Prana” etc. 
But as in this conversation there are profuse refer- 
ences, as already pointed out in Sutra 28, to the 
Inner Self or Brahman, ‘Prana’ here must be 
taken as Brahman. And India’s describing him- 
self as Prana is apt, since he identifies himself 
with Brahman in that instruction, as did the Sage 
Yamadeva. 

11 V - 11 

Through realization of the truth con- 
firmed by the scriptures g but instruction 

<*w3i«Hddike Yamadeva. 
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30. But (Indra’s) instruction (to Pra- 
tardana is justified) by his realization of the 
Truth confirmed by the scriptures (viz., that 
he is Brahman), as did (the sage). Vama- 
deva. 

Kishi Vamadevn Uaviug realized Brahman 
said ‘I was Manu, and the sun,’' etc., which is 
justified by the passage: “ Whichsoever of the 
gods knew It (Brahman) became That 5 ’ (Brill. 
1. 4. 10). Indra’s instruction also is like that. 
Having realized the truth, ‘‘Thou art That’’* 
declared by the scriptures, lie identifies himself 
in the instruction with the Supreme Brahman. 


^ , *T, , 

, ss rrmrorf n v< n 


On account of the characteris- 
tics of the individual soul and the vital energy ^ not 
sfa %T if it be said *f not so because 

it would enjoin threefold meditation Oh 

account of Pr&na being accepted elsewhere in the 
sense of Brahman) ?§ here because words 

denoting Brahman are mentioned with reference 
to Pr&na. 

31. If it be said that (Brahman) is 
not referred to on account of the character- 
istics of the individual soul and the vital 


c.s. — 5 
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force (being mentioned), (we say) not so, 
because (such an interpretation) would 
enjoin threefold meditation. (Upasana); 
because Prana has been accepted (else- 
where in the sense of Brahman); and 
because here also (words denoting Brahman) 
are mentioned with reference to Prana. 
(Hence it is to be understood to mean 
Brahman). 

The passages under discussion might as well 
refer to the individual soul and the vital force, 
tor their characteristics also are found: 4 ‘One 
should know the speaker and not inquire into 
speech” (Kau. 3. <S), “Prana, laying hold of 111 is 
body, makes it rise up” (Kau. 3. 3). The Sutra 
refutes such a view and says that Brahman 1 alone 
is referred to by ‘Prana’; for the above interpreta- 
tion would involve a threefold Upasana, viz., of 
the individual soul, of the chief vital force, and 
of Brahman, which is against the accepted rules 
•of scriptural interpretation. No single passage 
can be made to yield three different meditations 
in this way by splitting it up. Moreover in the 
beginning we have, “Know me only”, followed 
by v “I am Prana”, and in the end again we have, 
“And that Prana indeed is the intelligent self, 
blessed, undecaying, immortal”, which shows 
that the same topic is kept up throughout. There- 
fore ‘Prana’ must be taken in the sense of 
Brahman and that on the ground that Its 
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eharaeteri sties aie found in this passage which have 
til re a fly been referred Iso in Sutra 1. 1. 28. This 
meaning of ‘Prana* is found in other scriptural 
passages, and we are justified in taking it in that 
*on so here, since words denoting Brahman are 
mentioned with reference to ‘Prana’. 



CHAPTKR I 


Section u 

In the latter part of section 1 , certain scrip- 
tural terms generally used in a different sense- 
have been shown through reasoning to refer to 
Brahmau, and consequently certain passages of 
the scriptures of doubtful sense, but containing 
clear characteristics of Brahman, have been 
shown to refer to Brahman. Now in this and the- 
next section some more passages of doubtful 
import, especially with no clear mention of tho 
characteristics of Brahman in them, are taken up- 
for discussion. 

Topir 7 : The Being consisting of the mind 
is Bralnnan . 

Slftwfruvi'lll % li 

AW5T Throughout (tile scriptures) be- 

cause there is taught (the Brahman which is) 
well known. 

1. (That which consists of the mind 
I Manoniayal is Brahman) because there is 
taught (in this text) (that Brahman which 
is) well known (as the cause of the universe) 
throughout (the scriptures). 
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Sutras 1-8 show that the Being who consists 
of the mind (Manomaya) and is prescribed as the 
object of Tipasana or meditation in the text, 
“All this indeed is Brahman, for it has its begin- 
aiing. end, and subsistence in Jt; so let a man 
(meditate with a calm mind. . . . lie who eon- 
sists of the mind , whose body is Prana (the subtle 
body v ” etc. (Chli. o. 14. 1-2) is Brahman and not 
the individual soul. Why ? Because the text 
begins with. “All tills is Brahman”, wherein that 
Brahman which is treated as the cause of the 
universe in all scriptural texts is described. Since 
the beginning refers to Brahman, it is but proper 
that the later sentence where “He who consists of 
the mind” occurs, should also refer to Brahman 
as distinguished by certain qualities; otherwise 
there would arise the inconsistency of suddenly 
introducing a new subject and dropping tbe 
previous one. Moreover the text here speaks of 
T pasana, meditation, and as such it is but apt that 
Brahman which is described in all other texts as 
an object of meditation is also taught here and not 
the individual soul which is nowhere prescribed as 
•such* Moreover, one can become calm as the text 
asks only by meditating on Brahman which is 
bereft of all anger, hatred, etc. 



Because qualities desired to be 
•expressed are befittinir ^ moreover. 
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2. Moreover the qualities desired to 
be expressed are befitting (only in the case 
of Brahman; and so the passage refers to 
Brahman). 

"He who consists of tile mind, whose body is- 
Pi n no (Ho* subtle body), whose form is light, 
resolve is true, whose nature is like that of ether 
(omnipresent and invisible)”, etc. (Clili. T. 14. 2 ) 
— file qualities mentioned in this text as topics of 
meditation are possible in the ease of Brahman 
alone. Therefore the conclusion is that such a 
qualified Brahman alone is to be meditated upon. 

* snfk: II 3 II 

^•fNrT: Because (they) are not appropriate g on 
the other hand ^ is not the individual soul. 

3. On the other hand the individual 
soul is not (referred to by the text) because 
the*o qualities are not appropriate (to it). 

II V II 

Object ^*1 a«ient ^-rcvtlld on account of the 
mention ^ and. 

4. And on account of the mention of 
the attainer and the object attained (“He 
who consists of the mind” refers to Brah- 
man and not to the individual soul). 

in tlic same chapter of tin- ('lihundo^yit 
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ITpanishad there occurs the passage, ‘“ When I shall 
have departed from hence, I shall attain Him' 
v3. 14. 4), where •Him’ refers to “Who consists of 
the mind”, the object of meditation spoken of in 
the earlier passage. Therefore He is necessarily 
different from the person who meditates, the in- 
dividual soul referred to in the above text by the 
pronoun ‘I*. 

5. Because of the difference (indicated 
by the case-endings) of the words. 

In the Satapatha Brahmana, where the same 
idea is expressed in similar words, we have, “As is- 
a grain of rice, or a grain of barley . . . so is that 
golden Being in the self' 5 (10. 6. 3. 2), where the 
individual soul and ‘the self consisting of the 
mind' are clearly described as two different 
entities, for ‘the self consisting* of the mind* — 
which is denoted by a word in the nominative case 
— is described as being in the individual self,, the 
word denoting it being in the locative case. There- 
fore it is clear that the individual self is not 
referred to in the text under discussion. 

From the Smriti ^ also. 

6. From the Smriti also (we learn 
that the individual soul is different from the- 
one referred to in the text under discussion).. 
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Tlie Smriti referred to is, ‘‘The Lord, 0 
Arjuim, is seated in the hearts of all beings” etc. 
(Gita 18* til). We must not forget, however, that 
according to Advaita Vedanta this difference is 
only imaginary and not real. The difference exists 
only so long as ignorance lasts, and the full import 
of the text “Thou art 'Chat” lias not been realized. 

jt, fw- 

|| v* || 

Because of the smallness of tlx* 
abode ff^arftHTraL on account of its being designated 
as such (/*. r. small) ^ also «f not if it be 

said iT not so for the sake of contempla- 
tion so t.lio ether ^ and. 

7. If it, be said that (the passage 
does) not (refer to Brahman) because of the 
smallness of the abode (referred to, viz., the 
heart) and also on account of its being 
designated as such (i.e. as minute); (we say,) 
not so, (because Brahman has been so cha- 
racterized) for the sake of contemplation 
and because the case is similar to that of the 
ethei . 

“Ho is my self within the heart, smaller* tlma 
a grain of. lice, smaller than a grain ■ of barley’* 
etc* (dill. d. 14. d). This text occurs in the same 
section in which wo also find “the self consisting 
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•of tile mind”. The objection is raised that since 
;these limitations are apt not in the case of 
Brahman but of the individual soul, it is the 
latter that is referred to by “the self consisting 
-of the mind”. The Sutra refutes it and pays that 
Brahman here is thus characterized for the con- 
venience of contemplation, as otherwise it is dith- 
•cult to meditate on the all-pervading Brahman. 
This does not mar Its omnipresence, as these 
limitations are merely imagined in Bralunan and 
are not real. The ease is analogous to that of the 
ether in the eye of the needle, which is spoken of 
as limited and small, whereas in fact it is all- 
pervading. 

, *5 ^P^ll £ II 

That it has experience (of pleasure 
and pain) if it be said ^ not so 

because. ot the ditl’ercnee in nature. 

8. ]f it. be said that (being connected 
with the hearts of all individual souls on 
• account of Its omnipresence, It would also) 
have experience (of pleasure and pain), (we 
say), not so, because of the difference in the 
nature (of the two). 

The mere fact that Brahman is all-pervading 
anil connected with, the hearts of all individual 
■souls, and is also intelligent like them, does not 
.'make. It. subject to pleaMire and pain. For the 
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individual soul is an agent, the doer of good and 
bad deeds, and therefore experiences pleasure and 
pain, while Brahman is not an agent, and there- 
fore does not experience pleasure and pain. A 
fallacious argument is often put forward that 
because Brahman and the individual soul are in- 
reality identical, therefore the former is also 
subject to the pleasure and pain experienced by 
the latter. But then this identity only refutes 
the experience of pleasure and pain even by the 
individual soul as being due to ignorance; for in 
reality there is neither the individual soul nor 
pleasure and pain. Therefore the argument of 
identity cannot be turned the other way to make 
oven the ever pure Brahman subject to evil. 

Topic 2: The ruler is Brahman . 

In the last topic the experience of pleasure 
and pain in Brahman is denied. Here, in this- 
iopic, the fact that Brahman is not an agent is- 
esta Wished- — which is its connection with the 
previous topic. 

3P3T 11 ^ II 

zm The eater been use the movable 

and immovable (/. r. the whole universe) is 
taken (as his food). 

9. The eater (is Brahman), because 
both the movable and immovable (i.o. the 
entire universe) is taken (as his food). 
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“Who thus knows where He is, to whom the- 
Brahmanas and Kslmtriyas are (as it were) but 
food and death itself a condiment” (Kath. 1. 2. 
25)? This passage says that there is some eater.. 
Who is this eater referred to by ‘He’? Is it the 
fire referred to in another text as eater: “Sonia 
indeed is food, and tire the eater” (Brill. 1. 4. 6); 
or is it the individual soul referred to as eater in, 
“One of them eats (lie sweet fruit” (Mu. d. L. 1). 
This Sutra says it is neither, but the Supreme- 
Lord, for the text says that in Him the whole of 
creation, movable and immovable,, is reabsorbed. 
The fact that death, which destroys everything* 
else, is swallowed up as a condiment, shows that 
the entire creation is referred to as H is food. 
The Brahman as and Kslmtriyas are mentioned as 
mere examples, since they are the foremost of 
created beings. The eater of such a stupendous, 
tiling can be Brahman alone and none else. 

II ?© II 

From the context ^ and. 

10. And because (Brahman) is the- 
subject of the discussion. 

In an earlier text Naehiketas asks Yama : 
“Tell me of that which you see as neither good 
nor bad action, as neither effect nor cause. as< 
neither past nor future” (Kath. 1. 2. 14). In this 
text Brahman is inquired into and Yama answers:' 
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“F will tell you in brief — it is Aum” (Kath. 1. 2. 
JO). Further on he says, “The Sell is neither 
bom nor does it die” (Ibid. 1. 2. J8), and finally 
•concludes with the passage in which the eater is 
• in en ti oiled. All this clearly shows that Brahman 
is the topic, and there lore Hie ‘eater’ is Brahman. 
li also follows from Iho peculiar eharacterisf ic, 
r/r*.. Hie ditheully to cognize Jt, which is referred 
1o in Hie text under discussion. 

An objection may be raised on the ground 
I hat the scripture itself in another place denies 
find Brahman is Hie ‘eater’; “The other 
•‘(Brahman) looks on without eating;” (Mu. 3. 1. 1). 
JFul ‘eating’ in this text refers to the experience 
•of pleasure and pain, while in the fexi under dis- 
cussion it means the reabsorption of the universe 
at the time of dissolution, which the scriptures 
attribute to Brahman alone. 

Injur d: 1 he 1 tea tlml hare entered the 
■ 4-anlj/ nf I Ue heart are the indi rid nai .m?/7 and ! 
Jtrah man. 

?|ST fe, \\ II , 

JJ® cavity ( of the heart ) the two that 

have entered arc the two selves (individual 

and Supreme) ft? indeed because it is so 


11. Tin* two tlmt have entered into 
The* ca\itv (oi the heart) an* indeed the 
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individual self and the Supreme Self, because 
it is so seen. » 

In the Katlia Upauishad there occurs the 
passage, ‘ 'Having entered the cavity of the heart, 
the two enjoy the reward of their works, in Ihe- 
body” (1. 1). The question is whether the 

couple referred to are the individual soul and 
Brahman, or the individual soul and intellect 
(Buddhi). The opponent, following the argument 
of the previous topic, says it is the latter. In the 
last topic the nearness of the word ‘death’ helped 
us to, interpret ‘Brahnunui' and \Kshatriya’ as 
typical of the whole phenomenal world, similarly 
the nearness of the word ‘enjoy’ would make the 
two in the text refer to limited things like the 
individual soul and intellect. The Sutra refutes, 
this and says that the couple referred to are the 
individual soul and Brahman, for t numerals* 
denote things of the same class. When a cow is 
brought to us and we say, “Bring another”, it 
means another cow. So if with an intelligent self, 
the individual soul, another is said to enter the 
cavity of the heart, it must refer to another of the 
same class, i.e . to another sentient being, and not 
to the intellect (Buddhi), which is insentient. The 
fact that both are said to enjoy the fruits of 
actions, which cannot apply to the Highest 
Brahman, is thus explained : Sometimes the 
characteristics of one in a group are indirectly 
applied to the whole group, as when we say, 
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4 ‘Tiie men with an umbrella”, where only one has 
an umbrella and not the whole group. So here 
also, though it is only one that is enjoying the 
fruits of actions, both are so spoken of. 

f^mr* ii '<R ii 

From the specification ^ and. 

12. And from the (distinctive) quali- 
ties (of the two mentioned in subsequent 
texts). 

The texts subsequent to the one under discus- 
sion mention the characteristics of the two that 
have entered the cavity of the heart, which show 
that these are the individual soul and Brahman. 
‘‘Know that the soul is the charioteer” etc. (Katlu 
J. d. 3) and “lie attains the end of the journey, 
that supreme state of Vishnu” {/bid. 1. 3. 9), 
where the two are mentioned as the attainer and 
the goal attained, i.e. as the Jiva and Brahman. 
In a previous passage also the two are spoken of 
as the meditator and the object of meditation. 
“The sage relinquishes joy and sorrow, having 
teaiized by meditation . ^ . that effulgent One 
. . . seated in the heart” (Kath. 1. 2. 12). 

Tuple 4: The person within the eye is 
B mh man. 

In the last topic the reference to ‘two’ occur- 
ring at tin* beginning of the text discussed, was 
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interpreted to denote two of tile same claBS, i.c. 
two sentient beings, and the entrance into the 
cavity of the heart, mentioned later on, was 
interpreted accordingly. The same line of argu- 
ment should be used, says the opponent, to inter- 
pret the text of this topic. That is, the person in 
the eye ought to be taken as a reflection in the eye, 
.as it occurs at the beginning of the text, and the 
subsequent mention of immortality, fearlessness, 
•etc. ought to be explained away, as praise or 
otherwise. The inverse piethod, i,c. taking these 
words, fo refer to Brahman and thus fixing the 
person in the eye to be Brahman, should not be 
followed. In this way the opponent wants fo 
jdiow that the argument of the previous one is 
defective, for it will launch us into difficulties 
with respect to other texts of the Sruti. 

n \\ n 

inside ( the eye) v-jMW : oil account of 
the appropriateness of (attributes). 

13. (The person) inside (the eye is 
Brahman) on account of (the attributes 
mentioned therein) being appropriate (only 
to Brahman). % 

“This person that is .seen in the eye is the 
self. This is immortal and fearless; this is 
Brahman” (Chh. 4. 15. 1). The question is 
whether the person referred to here is the 
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reflection of a person in the eye, or the indivi- 
dual soul, or the sun, which helps sight, or 
Brahman. The Sutra says that this person in 
the eye is Brahman, because the qualities, ‘im 
mortal’, ‘fearless’, etc,, mentioned here with res- 
pect to that person can be true only of Brahman, 
and they cannot be otherwise explained away. 

WWlltfWWRHW II W II 

licca use sibodo «*tc. ( /. r. nsune 

and form) are attributed to it and. 

14. And because abode etc. (i.e. name 
and form) are attributed to It (Brahman) 
(by other scriptural texts also, for the sake* 
of contemplation). 

But, how can the all-pervading Brahman he 
in a limited space like, the eye? The assignation 
of a definite locality to the all-pervading* Brahman 
only serves the purpose of meditation (ITpasana). 
In other scriptural texts, the disc of the sun, the 
cavity of the heart, even the eye itself (Brill, J]. 7. 
18) and similar pure spots have been prescribed as 
places for the contemplation of Brahman. So 
here it is prescribed that Brahman should be con- 
templated in tfte eye. Not only abode, but even 
name and form arc attributed to Brahman for the 
purpose of meditation, Brahman without attri- 
butes cannot be an object of contemplation, ( Vide? 
Chli. 1. G. 6-7). 
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fsftfsre-arfirewRL On account of the reference (to 
Brahman) distinguished by bliss verily ^ and. 

15. And verily on account of the 
reference (in the passage to Brahman) dis- 
tinguished by bliss (mentioned at the begin- 
ning of the Prakarana). 

“The vital energy is Brahman, bliss is 
Brahman, the ether is Brahman” (Chh. 4. 10. 5) 
— so taught the fires to Upakosala Kamalayana 
about Brahman, and this same Brahman is further 
elucidated by his teacher as “the person in the. 
eye”. 


j M || r <$ || 

.'he way of those who have 
realized the Truth of the Upanishads on 

account of the statement ^ also. 

16. Also on account of the statement 
of the way (after death) of those who have 
known the Truth of the Upanishads ( i.e . 
knowers of Brahman) (with reference to the 
knower of the person in the eye). 

The Devayana path or the path of the gods, 
by which a knower of Brahman travels after death 
and which is described in the Prasna Upanishad 
1.30 and other scriptural texts, is referred to here. 
Since the knower of “the person in the. eye” also* 


B.s. — G 
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goes by this path after death, and since it is 
known from scriptures that none other except the 
inower of Brahman goes by this path after, death, 
^‘the person in the eye M must be Brahman. 

arstfriwtarw* ii ?v» n 

Not existing always 3iw«wiq^ on account 
of the impossibility ^ and if not any other. 

17. (The person in the eye is the 
Supreme Self) and not any other (i.e. indivi- 
dual soul etc.) as these do not exist always; 
and on account of the impossibility (of the 
qualities of the person in the eye being attri- 
buted to any of these). 

The reflection in the eye, for example, does 
not exist always, nor can the qualities like 
immortality, fearlessness, etc., be appropriately 
ascribed to this reflection. So no other self except 
the Supreme Self is here spoken of as the person in 
the eye. 

Topic o : The ruler within is Brahman . 

In the last topic, while interpreting the 
person in the eye as Brahman it has been taken 
for granted that the eye is prescribed in Brih. 3. 
7. 18 as an abode of Brahman for contemplation, 
and that therefore here also the eye is prescribed 
as an abode. The present topic takes up for dis- 
cussion this text of Brihadaranyaka and establishes 
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the conclusion that was taken for granted in the 
last topic. 

SRBlfoft, ^TgJT^^Url n^ii 

aRWWt The Ruler witliin aibWlfeS in the gods 
«tc. rra^J^fRT on account of Its qualities being 
mentioned. 

18 . The Ruler within of the gods and 
so on (is Brahman) on account of the 
qualities of that (Brahman) being men- 
tioned. 

“Dost thou know the Internal Ruler” etc. 
(Brih. 3. 7. 1); and again, “He who inhabits the 
-earth, but is within it, whom the earth does not 
know, ... is the Internal Ruler, your own 
immortal self” (Brih. 3. 7. 3). The “Internal 
Ruler” spoken of here is Brahman and not the 
individual soul endowed with Siddhis (powers) or 
the presiding* deity, or any tiling else, . for the 
characteristics of Brahman are mentioned in the 
concluding’ part of the text cited, wherein the 
Ruler is spoken of as identical with the individual 
soul and immortal, which can be true only of 
Brahman. He is also described in this section as 
being all-pervading, since he is inside and the 
Ruler within of everything, viz. the earth, the 
sun, water, fire, sky, the ether, the senses, etc., 
and this also can be true only of Brahman. 
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«T Neither W and eHlti that which is mentioned 
in the (Silnkhya) Smriti 3J?RT-W-3ffh«iwid because 
attributes contrary to its nature are mentioned. 

19. And neither is (the Ruler within} : 
that which is talked of in (Sankhya) 
Smriti (ie, Pradhana), because attributes 
contrary to its nature are mentioned (here). 

The Pradhana is not this “Internal Ruler” as 
the attributes: “JTe is ihe immortal”; “unseen 
but seeing, unheard but bearing,” etc. (Brill. 3. 

7. 23), do not hold true of the non-intelligent 
Pradhana. 

snffcsr, f?r n «c n 

The individual soul also ( not )33PMrfin 
(the followers of) both (the recensions — K&nwa and 
M&dhyandina) % for as different this (the 
Jivn) Sisfcri* read. 

20. Also the individual soul (is not the- 
Ruler within), for this is read as different 
(from the Internal Ruler) by the followers 
of both (the recensions, viz. the Kanwa and 
Madhvandina Sakhas of the Brihad- 
aranyaka Upanishad) . 

The negative ’not’ is to be suppiled from the 
last Sutra. 

“He who dwells in knowledge’’ etc. — says- 
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-Brill . 3. 7. 22, Kanwa reading, where ‘knowledge' 
•stands for the individual soul, for it consists of 
knowledge. “Be who dwells in the self” — is the 
Madhyandina reading of the same passage, where 
‘self 1 stands for the individual soul. These quota- 
tions make it clear that in either reading the 
individual soul is spoken of as different from the 
“Internal Ruler”, for it is the ruler of the indivi- 
♦dual soul also. 

Here again we should not forget that the 
♦difference of the Internal Ruler, the Supreme 
Lord, and the individual soul is merely the pro- 
duct ot Nescience. There is only one Self within, 
for two selves are not possible. But owing to 
limiting adjuncts the one Self is treated as if It 
wrere two. 

Topic (> : 1 hat which cannot he seen is 

Brahman. 

In the last topic the ruler within was inter- 
preted as the Supreme Lord and not the Pradhana, 
for qualities like, ‘seeing', ‘hearing’, etc., which 
are contrary to the nature of the Pradhana, were 
present. Now certain texts which do not mention 
such qualities so as to exclude the Pradhana are 
i.nken up for discussion. 

mfw: H ?? a 

Possessor of qualities like invisi- 
bility etc. mJfcrT: on account of the qualities being 
mentioned. 
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21. The possessor of qualities like in- 
visibility etc. (is Brahman) on account of 
(Its) characteristics being mentioned. 

“That which cannot be seen nor seized, which 
is without origin . . . eternal, all-pervading*,, 
omnipresent, extremely subtle . . . , the source 
of all beings, which the wise behold’ ? (Mu. 1. X. 
(j). The Being which is the source of all beings 
is not tlie Pradhana but Brahman, for qualities 
like “He is all-knowing, all-perceiving” (Mu. 1. 
1. (b arc true only of Brahman and not of the 
Pradhana, which is non-intelligent. Obviously it 
cannot refer to the individual soul as it is limited. 

II || 

On account of the mention of 
characteristic qualities and differences *f not 
the other two. 

22. The other two (viz. the individual 
soul and the Pradhana) are not (referred to 
in the passage), because the characteristics 
of Brahman and the difference (of the Being 
which is the source of all beings from the 
individual soul and the Pradhana) are 
ment ioned. 

"That, heavenly person is without body, eom- 
prises (lie external and the internal, is birthless, 
withoui die vital force and without mind, pure, 
higher tliau the high Imperishable’' ( M u. 2. 1. 2)-- 
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Epithets like ‘heavenly’, ‘birthless’, ‘pure’, etc. 
apply to Brahman and not the individual soul, 
which considers itself limited, impure, corporeal, 
etc. “Higher than the high Imperishable (Pra- 
dhana)” shows that the source of all beings spoken 
of in the last Sutra is not the PradhSna but some- 
thing different from it. 

ii ii 

Form being mentioned ^ also. 

23. Also because (its) form is men- 
tioned (the passage under discussion refers 
to Brahman). 

Subsequent to the text quoted in tlie previous 
Sutra we have the following text, “The Person 
indeed is all this — sacrifice, knowledge, etc/’ 
(Mu. 2. 1. 10) which shows that “the source of all 
beings” referred to in tlie text under discussion, 
is none other than the Supreme Lord or Brahman, 
because it is the self of all beings. 

Topic 7 : Vaisrdnarn is Brahman. 

In the last topic a general quality like in- 
visibility equally applicable to Brahman and the 
Pradhana was interprted to refer to Brahman 
taking into consideration qualities like all- 
knowingness etc. mentioned later on in the sec- 
tion. Following this argument the objector takes 
some texts for discussion and insists that the 
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Vaisvanara referred to in them must be the ordi- 
nary fire in view of specifications like “the sup- 
port of sacrifice ’ 9 mentioned later on. 

shwMt: W II 

Vaisv&nara ^pn^I because of 

the qualifying adjuncts to the common words 
(Vaisvanara and self). 

24. Vaisvanara (is Brahman), be- 
cause of the qualifying adjuncts to the 
common words ( ‘Vaisvanara’ and ‘Self’). 

“But he who worships this Vaisvanara Self 
•extending from heaven to the earth as identical 
with his own self, eats food in all beings, in all 
selves; of that Vaisvanara self Sutejas (heaven) is 
the head, the sun the eye”, etc. (Chh. 5. 18. 1-2). 
Now what is this Vaisvanara Self? ‘Vaisvanara’ 
genejally means fire, the presiding deity of fire 
and the gastric fire. ‘Self’ refers to both the in- 
dividual soul and the Supreme Self. Which of 
these is referred to in the passage? Whatever 
be the ordinary meaning of these two words, the 
fiutra says that here the Supreme Self is referred 
to, account of the qualifying adjuncts to these 
words. The adjuncts are : Heaven is the head of 
this Vaisvanara Self, the sun its eyes, etc., and 
this is possible only in the case of the Supreme 
Self. Again the result of meditation on this 
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Vaisvanara Self having the parts stated is tjie 
attainment of all desires, and freedom from all 
sin. (Vide Chh. 5. 24. 3). This also ran he true 
if the Highest Self is meant. Moreover the chap- 
ter begins with the inquiry, “What! i£ our Self? 
What is Brahman?” — where the word ‘Brahman' 
is used in its primary sense, and so it is proper to 
i think that the whole chapter delineates Brahman. 

WWOWjJiTH *4 1 ft. fa || “'A || 

WftTR Described in the Smriti indicatory 

mark WRTpnust be because. 

25. Because that (cosmic form of the 
.Supreme Lord) which is described in the 
Smriti must be an indicatory mark (from 
which we arrive at the meaning of this 
Sruti text under discussion). 

The Smritis are interpretations of Sruti 
Texts. So where a doubt arises as to the meaning* 
of a Sruti the former may be consulted to throw 
light on the subject. The Smriti describes the 
cosmic form of tile Supreme Lord as, “He whose 
mouth is fire, whose head is heaven, . . . whose 
ears are the regions — salutation to Him, whose 
body is the universe”, which agrees with the 
description in the text under discussion. Hence 
we have to conclude that the Highest Lord is 
.'referred to in the texts. 
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^iP*«rts?rT: Srfar ^ , h, 3*rc 

, arcfrnn?!. , swifa ii^ii 

*l**r$wp Because of the word and other reasons 
a t J fB inside H^RJRRT on account of (its) existing ^ 
and *1 not %cT if it be said R not so fPl! as such 
£y*H<b(lin on account of the instruction to conceive 
it 3(d*WIW being impossible as person 3tft also 

U*)H. him ^ also (they) describe. 

26 . If it be said that (Vaisvanara) 
is not (Brahman) because of the word 
(‘Vaisvanara’, which has a definite mean- 
ing, viz. gastric fire) and other reasons, and 
on account of its existing inside (which is 
true of gastric fire), (we say) not so, because 
there is the instruction to conceive (Brah- 
man) as such (as the gastric fire), because it 
is impossible (for the gastric fire to have the 
heaven etc. for its head and other limbs) and 
also because (the Vajasaneyins) describe him 
(Vaisvanara) as a person (which the gastric 
fire is not). 

Objection : The ordinary meaning of 
‘Vaisvanara’ is fire and tile Srut.i also says that it 
is seated inside: ‘Tie who knows this Vaisvanara 
abiding within man” (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11), 
which applies to the gastric fire only. Hence it 
alone*, and not Brahman, is referred to in the text 
under discussion. 
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The Sutra lefutes this objection firstly 
because the scripture here teaches the worship of 
Brahman in the gastric fire by way of meditation. 
(Upasana), even as in the passage. “Let a man 
meditate on the mind as Brahman*’ (Chh. 3. 18. 
1). Secondly because the gastric fire cannot have 
heaven for its head, and so on. Thirdly because 
Vaisvanara is conceived as a person by the 
Vajasaneyins : “This Agni Vaisvanara is a’ 

person” etc. (Sat. JBr. 10. 6. 1. 11). Hence' 
‘Vaisvanara’ here refers to Brahman, which is all- 
pervading and can also be conceived of as a 
person. 

IT ^ II Ru || 

3RT ^ For the same reason if (is) not deity 

element ^ and. 

27. For the same reason (Vaisva- 
nara) is not the deity (fire) or the element 
(fire). 

For the same reason — as stated in the 
previous Sutra. 

II II 

^TRTRT Directly even no contradiction 

■*l|i|fts (so says) Jnimini. 

28. Even (if by ‘Vaisvanara’ Brah- 
man is) directly (taken as the object of wor- 
ship), there is no contradiction; (so says) 
Jaimini. 



:94 


BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


[1.2.30 


in the last Sutra it was explained that medi- 
tation on Brahman in the gastric tire, taking it as 
.a symbol, was taught. This Sutra says that 
‘Yaisvanara* can be taken directly to mean 
.Bralanan as an object of contemplation, for 
‘Yaisvanara' is the same as Visvanara, which 
uncans the universal man, i.e. the all-pervading 
Brahman Itself. 

II ^ \\ 

3lR)oi('*rh' s On account of manifestation so 

(says) Asmarathya. 

29. On account of manifestation — so 
says Asmarathya. 

The inference to Yaisvanara in the text under 
discussion as extending from heavens to the earth 
is explained here. Even though the Lord is all- 
pervading, vet He specially manifests Himself 
as extending from heaven to the earth for the 
sake of the devotees. 

II II 

For the purpose of constant remembrance 
(so says) Badari. 

30. For the purpose of constant 
remembrance — so says Badari. 

The Highest Lord may be called “measured 
liy a span’' (to render the term ‘Pradesamatra’ 
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differently), because He is remembered through 
the mind, which is seated in tbe heart, and the 
heart is of the size of a span. 

rPTT II V< II 

: Because of imaginary identity so £(*r 
( says) Jaimini OTlfif for so t(w<ld declares (the Sruti). 

31. Because of imaginary identity (the 
Supreme Lord may be called span long), so- 
says Jaimini; for so (the Sruti) declares. 

Sampat Upasanii is a kind of meditation in 
which something- is imagined as identical with 
something else on account of some kind of 
similarity or likeness. As, for example, when the- 
cosmic being (Purusliu) is worshipped through 
the identification of His different limbs with the 
different parts of the worshipper’s body from the 
top of the head to the chin. The head of the wor- 
shipper is heaven, the eyes the sun and the moon, 
and so on. In this meditation of the cosmic 
Person He is limited to the size of a span, the dis- 
tance from the top of the head to the chin. 
Therefore, says Jaimini, in the text under discus- 
sion, the Supreme Lord is regarded as of the size- 
of a span, 

WWRpr! II VI II 

Teach ^ moreover tR*^this 3{R+H. in this. 

32. Moreover (the JabAlas) teach that 
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this (Supreme Lord is to be meditated upon) 
in this (space between the head and the cnin). 

See Jabala Upanishad 1. 

Sutras 27 — *32 justify the reference to the 
Supreme Lord by the term ‘IVadesamatra’ “as 
extending from heaven to the earth”, or “as 
-measured by a span”. 



CHAPTER 1 


Section hi 

In the last section texts of doubtful import 
'were interpreted to refer to Brahman, and in so 
doing the fact that Brahman is the one object of 
nil devout meditations helped us much. In this 
section some more texts of doubtful import are 
taken up for discussion and are interpreted to 
refer to Brahman, and in this iuteipretation the 
fact that Brahman is the one object of knowledge 
is taken advantage of. 

Topic 1: The resting- place of heaven, 
earth , etc. is Brahman . 

In the last topic of the last section the word 
‘‘Yaisvanara*, which usually means the gastric 
fire, was interpreted as Brahman, in view of the 
words, “Its head is heaven”, occurring* at the 
end of the text. Following this argument the 
opponent takes up for discussion a text where the 
word ‘immortal* should refer to the Pradhana 
and not to Brahman, on account of the word 
‘•bridge* which occurs at the end of the text. A 
bridge connects with something beyond, and as 
there can be nothing beyond Brahman, the word 
'bridge* excludes Brahman, and so ‘immortal* 
refers not to Brahman but to the Pradhana. 
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r < ii 

^3^ i4d«i ^ The resting-place of heaven, 
earth, etc. on account of the word ‘Self. 

1. The resting-place of heaven, earth,, 
etc. (is Brahman) on account of the word 
‘Self’ (or on account of the actual words of 
the Sruti) (designating this resting-place). 

“In Him heaven, 1 lie earth, and the sky arc 
woven, as also the mind with all the senses. Know 
that Self alone and leave off other talk! He is 
the bridge of Immortality” (Mu. 2. 2. 5). He 
wlio is spoken ot as the abode, in whom the earth, 
heaven, etc. are woven is Brahman, on account of 
tlie term ‘Self, which is appropriate only if 
Brahman is referred to in the text and not Pra- 
dhana or Sutratman. Or there are actual texts iu 
which Brahman is spoken of as the abode by 
terms properly designating Brahman. For 
example: “All those creatures, my dear, have 
their root, their abode, and their rest in tho 
being” (Ohli. (>. 8. i). It may also mean Brahman 
because in the texts preceding and following this 
one, i.e. in Mu. 2. 1. 10 and 2. 2. 11, Brahman is 
spoken of, and so it is but proper to infer that It 
is also referred to in the intervening text, which 
is under discussion. 

From the text cited above, where mention is 
made of an abode and that which abides, and also 
from “Brahman indeed is all this” (Mu. 2. 2. 11) we 
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are not to take that Brahman is of manifold, varie- 
gated nature, like a tree consisting of leaves, 
branches, etc. This would lead us to Pantheism, 
and Advaita does not uphold it. So in order to 
remove the possibility of such a doubt the passage 
under discussion, says, “Know Him alone, the 
Self’ 5 i.e . know the Self alone and not that which 
abides in it, which is merely a product of Ne- 
science and has to be set aside as false. 

ii \ ii 

To he attained by the liberated 
because of the statement. 

2. Because of the statement (in the 
scripture;) that that is to be attained by 
the liberated. 

A further reason is given to show that Brah- 
man is meant in the passage under discussion. It 
is the goal of the liberated. Vide Mu. 2. 2. 9; 3. 
2. 8. Therefore it can be Brahman aloiie. 

\ II 

•T Not what is inferred (Pradhd.ua) 3RRT- 

owing to want of any term' indicating it. 

3. (The abode of heaven etc.) is not 
what is inferred {i.e. Pradhana), owing to 
want of any term indicating it. 

The abode of heaven etc. cannot be the 
Pradhana, for there is no term indicative of it in 

b.s. — 7 
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the text, as we have Self’ indicative of Brahman. 
There are no terms whatsoever referring to inert 
matter, but on the other hand there are terms 
indicating intelligence: “Who knows all, under- 
stands air* etc. (Mu. 1.1.9). 

n V ii 

mvrnie living or individual soul ^ also (*f not). 

4. (Nor) also the individual soul. 

The word ‘not’ has to be inferred from the 

previous Sutra. 

Nor is it the individual soul, though it is an 
intelligent principle and can therefore be denoted 
by the word ‘Self’ ; for it is impossible to conceive 
the individual soul as omniscient and as the 
resting-place of the whole universe. 

H II 

On account of difference being men- 
tioned. 

5. (Also) on account of difference 
being mentioned (between the individual 
soul and the abode of heaven etc.). 

“Know Him alone as the Self,” says the text 
under discussion, thereby differentiating the in- 
dividual soul desirous of release and the abode of 
heaven etc. as the knower and the thing to be 
known. 
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II 5 II 

6. On account of the subject-matter. 

The Upanishad begins with, “What ib that'’ 

r(Mu. 1. 1. 4) and concludes by saying, ‘The 
knower of Brahman becomes Brahman' ’ (Mu. 
- 3 . 2. 9), which shows that the subject-matter of 
the whole Upanishad from beginning to end is 
Brahman, and therefore it is the same Brahman 
.which is spoken of as the abode ol heaven etc. 

n u it 

On account of remaining unattached 
and eating ^ also. 

7. Also on account of (the mention of 
two conditions :) remaining unattached and 
mating (which are the characteristics of the 
.Supreme Self and the individual self res- 
pectively). 

“Two birds, inseparable friends, cling to the 
same tree. One of them eats the sweet fruit, the 
other looks on without eating” (Mu. 3. 1. 1). 
Here Brahman is described as the witness and the 
individual soul as experiencing the fruits oi good 
and evil actions and hence different from the 
other. This description, which distinguishes the 
<two, can be apt only if the abode of heaven etc. is 
Brahman. Otherwise there will be no continuity 
*>f topic. Nor can we take this text ae merely 
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describing the nature of the individual soul, for 
the scriptures nowhere aim at describing the in- 
dividual soul, which is known to everyone as the^ 
agent, enjoyer, etc. Their aim is always to des- 
cribe and establish Brahman which is not so 
known. 

Topic 2: The Bhuman is Brahman. 

In the last section the abode of heaven etc. 
was interpreted as referring to Brahman on 
account of the word ‘Self’ in the text. The oppo- 
nent now takes up for discussion another text, 
where the word ‘Self according to his view is used 
to denote Prana, the vital force,, and not 
Brahman. See Chh. 7. 23 and 24. The following 
Sutra however says that here also it is Brahman 
and not Prana. 

II £ II 

»PTI ie Bhuman after or beyond tho 

state of deep sleep, (here, the vital force) 
because of the teaching. 

8. The Bhuman (is Brahman) because 
it is taught after the state of deep sleep (i.e. 
after Prana or the vital force, which alone 
functions even in that state). 

In the seventh chapter of the Chhandogya 
Upanishad, Sanatkumara teaches Narada several 
, truths. He begins with ‘name* and goes higher 
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.and higher, till he teaches the highest truth, 
which is Bhuman. “The Bhuman (infinite) is 
bliss. . . . The Bhuman you should seek to under- 
stand. . . . Where one sees nothing else, hears 
nothing* else, understands nothing else, that is the 
Bhuman ’ 9 (Chh. 7. 23 and 7. 24. 1). The question 
is, what does this Bhuman refer to. The oppo- 
nent holds that it is the vital force. He argues as 
follows: After Sanatkumara finished teaching 

every truth from name up to the vital force, 
Narada asks him, “Is there anything higher than 
this?” — to which Sanatkumara answers, “Yes 
there is,” and takes up the next higher truth. 
But after being taught about the vital force 
Narada does not ask whether there is any higher 
truth, and yet Sanatkumara gives this dissertation 
oil the Bhuman — which shows that this Bhuman 
is not different from the vital force taught 
already. Not only that, he calls the knower of the 
vital force an Ativadin (one who makes a state- 
ment surpassing previous statements), thereby 
showing that the vital force is the highest truth, 
and in accordance with this he further elucidates 
the tyuth as Bhuman. 

This Sutra refutes this argument and says 
that Bhuman is Brahman, for though the Sutra 
calls the knower of vital force an Ativadin, yet it 
•says, “But he indeed is an Ativadin who is such 
Through the realization of the Truth” (Chh. 7.16. 
X), which clearly shows that it refers to something 
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higher than the vital force, knowing which one 
becomes truly an Ativadin. Thus it is clear that 
a new topic about Brahman which is the highest 
Truth is begun, though Narada does not ask 
whether there is any truth higher than the vital 
force. Sanatkumara, in accordance with Narada's 
desire to be an Ativadin through Truth, now leads 
him by a series of steps to the knowledge of the 
Bhurnan, showing that this Bhuman is Brahman. 
Mot cover, if the vital force, says the Sutra, were 
the Bhuman, then the Sruti would not give any 
information about it — as it does in Chh. 7. 24. 1 
citeil above — beyond what it has already given in 
section 15. 

|| S || 

'• Because the qualities arc appropriate ^ 

and. 

9 And because the qualities (men- 
tioned in the texts) are appropriate (only in 
the case of Brahman). 

The qualities referred to are : Truth, resting 
on it* own greatness, non-duality, bliss, all-per- 
vadingness, immortality, etc., mentioned in the 
text under discussion, which hold good only in the 
case of Brahman and not of the vital force, which 
is but an effect and as such cannot possess any of 
these qualities. Moreover the chapter begins 
thus: “The knower of the Self goes beyond" 

misery*’, which shows that the Self or Brahman io 
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the subject to be known. It is therefore delineat- 
ed in the subsequent texts. 

Topic 3: Akshara is Brahman . 

In the previous section because the epithet 
‘Truth* is generally applied to Brahman, the Bhu- 
man was interpreted as Brahman. Following the 
same argument the opponent holds that the word 
‘Akshara* should mean the syllable “Om” in the 
texts to be taken up for discussion in this section, 
for ‘Akshara* generally means word or syllable. 

|| *o ll 

The Akshara ( because ) it 

supports all up to Ak&sa (ether). 

10. The Akshara (the Imperishable) 
(is Brahman) because it supports (every- 
thing) up to Akasa (ether). / 

“0 Gargi, the Brahmanas call this Akshara’* 
etc. (Brill. 3. 8. 8). Here the question is whether 
‘Akshara’ means the syllable ‘Om’ or Brahman. 
The doubt arises because ‘Akshara’ etymologically 
means a syllable and therefore commonly repre- 
sents the syllable ‘Om’, which is also an object of 
meditation. The Sutra however says ‘Akshara’ 
here stands for Brahman. Why? For the text 
says, “In that Akshara, 0 Gargi, is the ether 
woven like warp and woof” (Brih. 3. 8. 11). This 
attribute of supporting everything, even the 
Akasa, the first entity in the order of creation, 
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can be true only of Brahman. Then again ‘ ‘it is 
neither gross nor minute, neither short nor long” 
etc. (Brih. 3. S. S) shows that all relative 
qualities are absent in it. Therefore the ‘Akshara* 
is Brahman. 


*TT ^ II U II 

*?T This (supporting) ^ also 5WHWlcT because of the 
command. 

11. Because of the command (attri- 
buted to Akshara) this (supporting) (can be 
the work of the Highest Self only and not of 
the Pradhana). 

“Under the mighty rule of that Immutable 
(Akshara), O Gargi, the sun and the moon are 
held in their positions” (Brih. 3. 8. 9). This com- 
mand or rulership cannot be the work of the non- 
mtelligent Pradhana. So the Pradhana cannot be 
the ‘Akshara’ which supports everything up to 
Akasa. 

f 

II V>, II 

'■ Because; the qualities of any other 
than Br:ih n inn have been negated ^ also. 

12. And because the qualities of any 
other than Brahman have been negated (by 
the Sruti). 

All other qualities referred to in the text, as, 
for example, seeing, hearing, thinking, knowing. 
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<?fc. (Brih. 3. 8. 11) point to a conscious principle 
and therefore negate the Pradhana etc. Nor can it 
be the individual soul, which is not free from limit- 
ing adjuncts as the Akshara is described. 


Topic 4: The Highest Person to he meditated 
upon is the Highest Hrahman. 

In the last section the word ‘Akshara’, though 
it generally means syllable, was interpreted to 
refer to Brahman on account o! the characteristic 
quality of supporting everything and we had to 
go to the etymological meaning of the word 
Akshara viz . that which does not perish or undergo 
change i.e. Brahman. Similarly ill the text to be 
taken up for discussion the opponent holds that on 
account of the attainment of Brahmaloka as the 
result of the meditation we have to take by the 
Highest Person the Lower Brahman or Hiranya- 
garbha which is relatively speaking higher, and 
not the Higher Brahman. 


Object of seeing because of his 

being mentioned W* lie. 

13. Because of his being mentioned as 
an object of (the act of) seeing, he (who is to 
be meditated upon is Brahman). 

“Again he who meditates with the syllable 
‘Om’ of three Matras (A-u-m), on the Highest 
Person” etc. (Pr. 5. 5). A doubt arises whether 
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the Highest Brahman or the Lower Brahman 
meant, because, in 5. 2 both are mentioned, and 
also because Brahmaloka is described as the fruit 
by the worship of this Highest Person. The Sutra 
says that this Highest Person is the Brahman and 
not Hiranvagarbha (the Lower Brahman). Why? 
Because the paragraph ends thus: “He sees the 
Highest Person/’ which shows that he realizes or 
actually gets identified with the Highest Person. 
It is not a mere imagination but an actuality, for 
the object of an act of seeing is an actulity, as we 
find from experience. But Hiranyagarbha is an 
imaginary being, since it is a product of ignorance. 
Hence the Highest Person means the Highest 
Brahman, which is a reality, and this very Brahman 
is taught at the beginning of the paragraph as the 
object of meditation, for it is not possible to 
realize one entity by meditating on another. 

The attainment of Brahmaloka by the wor- 
shipper should not be regarded as an insignificant 
fruit of the worship of the Highest Person, for it 
is a step in gradual emancipation (Krama Mukti). 
First he attains this Loka and then final beatitude. 


Topic 5: The ‘ small Akasa* is Brahman . 

In the previous section the epithet ‘Highest 
Person/ being generally used with reference to the 
the Ilighest Brahman, was taken to mean that. 
The opponent now follows this argument and wants 
to interpret the word ‘Akasa’ occurring in the texte 
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to be taken up for discussion in this section, as> 
ether, that being the ordinary meaning of the- 
word. 

^ II W II 

Small 3Tj^¥3p because of subsequent texts. 

14. The small (Akasa) (is Brahman) 1 
because of subsequent texts (which give 
ample indication to that effect). 

“Now there is in this city of Brahman (the 
body) a small lotus-like palace (the heart), and in 
it a small Akasa. What exists within that small 
Akasa is to be sought, that is to be understood**, 
(Chh. 8. 1. 1). Here the ‘small Akasa’ is Brahm^iv 
and does not mean ether, though it is the ordinary 
meaning of the word; nor does it mean the Jiva or 
individual soul, though there is the qualification* 
‘small’, which may show that it is a limited some- 
thing. Why? Because the characteristics of 
Brahman occur later on in the text, “As large as* 
this (external) ether is, so large is that Akasa 
within the heart” (Chh. 8. 1. 3), which clearly 
shows it is not actually small. Again Akasa can- 
not be compared with itself, nor can the limited' 
individual soul be compared with the all-pervading 
ether. Therefore the two are precluded. Then we 
have the characteristics of Brahman. “Both the* 
earth and heaven are contained in it” (Ibid. 8. 1. 
3), which shows that this Akasa is the support of 
the whole world. “It is the Self, free from sin, 
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’ free from old age” etc. (Ibid. 8.1.5), all of which 
-are distinctly qualities of the Highest Brahman. 

JlfiRlvTTVqf, rPSTT ^ || ^ II 

From going and the word cWT f? like- 
wise SE it is seen foSH. indic atory sign ^ and. 

15. The small Akasa (is Brahman) 
on account of going (into Brahman) and 
of the word (Brahmaloka) ; (i.e. the indivi- 
dual soul’s going into Brahman) is likewise 
seen (from other Sruti texts); and (the daily 
going) is an indicatory sign (by which we 
can interpret the word Brahmaloka). 

This Sutra gives further reasons that the 
'small Akasa’ is Brahman. 

“All these creatures day after day go into this 
Brahmaloka (i.e. they are merged in Brahman 
•while fast asleep) and yet do not discover it” etc. 
(Chh. S. d 2). This text shows that in deep sleep 
all Jivas go daily into the ‘small Akasa’, called 
here Brahmaloka (the world of Brahman), thus 
showing that the ‘small Akasa’ is Brahman. In 
other Sruti texts also we find that this going of the 
individual soul into Brahman in deep sleep is men- 
tioned : “He becomes united with the Real (Sat), 
he is merged v in his own self” (Chh. 6 . 8 . 1). The 
word ‘Brahmaloka’ is to be interpreted as Brahman 
Itself, and not as the world of Brahma, because of 
^he indicatory sign in the text where it is said that 
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the soul goes to this world every day, tor it is not 
possible to go to the world of Brahma every day. 

ll ^ II 

On account of the supporting; (of the world 
by the Ak&sa) ^ moreover this greatness 

arf^FRjn Brahman being seen. 

16. Moreover on account of the sup- 
porting (of the world by the small A1 \Hsa it is 
Brahman) for this greatness is seen in this 
(Brahman only from other scriptural texts). 

‘"That Self is a bank, a limiting support, so 
that these worlds may not get confounded”, (Chh. 
8. 4. 1) — in which text is seen the glory of the 
‘small Akasa’ by way of holding the worlds 
asunder. It is learnt beyond doubt from other 
texts that this greatness of supporting belongs to 
Brahman alone: “Cinder the mighty rule of that 
Immutable (Akshara), O Gargi, the sun and moon 
are held in their positions” (Brih. 3. 8. 9). See 
also Ibid. 4. 4. 22. 

II II 

Because of the well-known (meaning)^ also. 

17. Also because of the well-known 
meaning (of Akasa as Brahman the ‘small 
Akasa’ is Brahman). 

‘‘Akasa is the revealer of all names and forms” 
(Chb. 8. 14. 1); ‘‘All these beings take their> rise- 
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from Akasa alone 1 * (Chh. 1. 9. 1). In all tliese 
passages Akasa* stands for Brahman. 

sriwmwt st •?} aronr?ncr^ n \c n 

Because of the reference to the other 
( /. f\ the individual soul ) he (the individual soul) 
if it be said «T no on account of 

impossibility. 

18. Because of the reference to the 
other ( i.e . the individual soul in a comple- 
mentary passage) if it be said that he (the 
individual soul) (and not Brahman is meant 
by the ‘small Akasa’), (we say) no, on 
-account of the impossibility (of such an 
assumption). 

“X ow that being, the individual soul (Jiva) in 
deep sleep, which having risen above this earthly 
body’* etc. (Chh. 8. 3. 4). Since in this comple- 
mentary passage the individual soul is referred to, 
one may say that the 'small Akasa* of Chh. 8. 1. 1 
is also the individual soul. It cannot be; for a 
comparison is made in Chh. 8. 1. 3 between the 
‘small Akasa* and the ether, which would be 
absurd if by 'small Akasa* Jiva were meant, 
because there can be no comparison between a thing 
that is limited like the individual soul and the all- 
pervading ether. The attributes like 'free from 
evil* of this Akasa, referred to in the passage under 
discussion, cannot be true of the individual soul. 
So Brahman is meant in that passage. 
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'dWR^From subsequent texts (in the chapter) 
if with its real nature made manifest 

3 but. 

19. If (it be said) that from subsequent 
texts (which contain references to the Jiva, 
‘small Akasa’ means the Jiva) (we say) but 
(that reference to the Jiva is in so far as its) 
real nature (as non-diherent from Brahman) 
is made manifest. 

An objection is again raised to justify that 
the ‘small Akasa’ refers to the individual soul. In 
Chh. in the later sections, viz. sections 7-11 of 
-chapter 8, the different states of the individual 6oul 
are mentioned. Section 7 begins thus: “That self 
which is free from ein ... is what is to be search- 
ed’ ’ etc. Then we have, “That person who is seen 
in the eye (the individual soul) is the self” (Chh. 
8. 7. 4); “He who moves glorified in dreams is the 
self” (Chh. 8.10.1). “When a being is thus asleep, 
drawn in, perfectly serene, and sees no dreams, 
that is the self” (Chh. 8.11.1). And in each of 
these descriptions of the self we have for it the 
qualifying terms, ‘immortal and fearless’, which 
show that it is free from evil. It is clear that here 
the individual soul is meant, and not the Supreme 
Lord, for the latter is free from these three states 
viz. waking, dream, and deep sleep; and it is also 
said to be free from evil. Therefore ‘small Akasa’ 
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in the preceding section refers to the soul and not 
to the Supreme Lord. 

This Sutra refutes this and says that tlie refer- 
ence is to the individual soul in its real nature as 
identical with Brahman and not to the individual 
soul as such. ‘'As soon as it has approached the 
highest light it appears in its own form. It (then) 
is the Highest Punisha” (Chh. 8. 12. 3). It is only 
as non-different from Brahman that the Jiva is 
free from evil etc. and not as the individual soul. 

|| R© || 

Kor a different purpose ^ and refe- 

rence. 

20. And the reference (to the indivi- 
dual soul) is for a different purpose. 

The detailed reference to the three states of the 
the individual soul (Jiva) is meant not to establish 
the nature of the individual soul as such, but to 
show finally its real nature, which is non-different 
from Brahman. 

, cT^TfvJJ || || 

Because of the Sruti declaring its small- 
ness 5% ^tjdf it be said rfiif that lias already 

been explained. 

21. If it be said that because the Sruti 
declares the limitedness (of this Akasa, 
therefore it cannot refer to the all-pervading 
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Brahman); (we say) that has already been 
explained (as having reference to devout 
meditation only. Vide 1. 2. 7). 

Topic 6: That which shining , everythin j 
shines is Brahman . 

In the last section, in the text quoted (Chh. 8. 
12. 3) there is mention of ‘the highest light’. This 
section is introduced to prove that what was 
referred to as ‘light’ is Brahman, and for this other 
texts are taken up for discussion in which this 
Tight* is mentioned. 

aiWterer ^ || Rn || 

Because of the acting after cTW Its ^ and. 

22. Because of the acting after (i.e. 
shining after) (That which shining, every- 
thing else shines) and (because by) Its (light 
everything else is lighted). 

“There the sun does not shine, nor the moon 
... It shining, everything else shines after It. 
by Its light all this is lighted’* (Mu. 2. 2. 11). 
Here ‘It* refers to the Supreme Brahman, the pure 
Consciousness, and not to any material light besides 
the sun and the moon. It is absurd to say that 
one light is lighted by another. ISTor do we know of 
any material light besides the sun that can light 
it. 'It shining, everything else shines’ shows that 
it is the principle of Intelligence which shines first 
of all. ‘By Its light all this is lighted* shows that 
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it is the light of Intelligence, Consciousness or 
Brahman which illumines the whole world, lumi- 
nous and non-luminous. That Brahman is self- 
luminous we learn from texts like, “It is the light 
of lights/’ 

^ II ^ II 

Sift ^ Moreover the Smriti states. 

23. Moreover the Smriti states (It to 
be the universal light). 

“That the sun illumines not” etc. ’(Gita 15. 6) 
and also “The light which residing in the sun 
illumines the whole world, that which is in the 
moon and in the fire — know that light to be Mine” 
(Gita 15. 12). 

Section 7 : The person of the size of a thumb 
is Brahman . 

5rf*T?r. II ?3i || 

SN*n\From the word itself measured. 

24. From the very word (‘Lord' by 
which it is referred to in the text) (the being) 
measured (by the size of the thumb is 
Brahman). 

“The being of the size of a thumb, resides in 
the centre of the body. (Knowing that) Lord of 
the past and future, one does not seek to hide one- 
self any more. This is That” (Kath. 2. 4. 12). 
The being referred to is Brahman, because he is 
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epokcn of as the Lord or ruler of the past and 
future. It cannot be the individual soul, though 
the limitation in size and residence in the centre of 
the body by themselves might be more applicable 
in its case. Moreover in reply to the request of 
Nachiketas who wanted to know Brahman, Tama 
refers to this being of the size of a thumb thus : 
“That which you wanted to know is this.” 


gsrojraT 3 it 

With reference to the heart 3 bat 
man (alone) being entitled. 

25. But with reference to (the space in) 
the heart (the Highest Brahman is said to be 
of the size of a thumb) ; (and because) man 
alone is entitled (to the study of the Vedas). 

How could the all-pervading Brahman be orf 
the size of a thumb, as stated by the previous 
Sutra ? Because the space in the heart is of the 
size of a thumb, therefore Brahman, with reference 
to Its abiding within that space, is described as 
being of the size of a thumb. Since Brahman 
abides within the heart of all living creatures, why 
is the ‘thumb’ used as a standard? Because man 
alone is entitled to the study of the Vedas aud to 
the different Upasanas of Brahman prescribed in 
them, therefore it is with reference to him that the 
thumb is used as the standard of measurement. 
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... Tuple S: The nyht of the pods to the study 
of the Vedas. 

II II 

erpR Above them 3jfq also Bildariiyana 

because ( it is ) possible. 

26. (Beings) above them (men) also 
(are entitled to the study of the Vedas) 
because (it is) possible (for them also to 
attain Knowledge according to) Bada- 
rayana. 

in Sutras ^(i-38 there is a digression from the 
maiu topic in the Section. A doubt may arise 
from the previous Sutra that as it is said that men 
alone are entitled to the study of the Vedas, the 
gods are thereby debarred. To remove this doubt 
this Sutra is given. The gods are also entitled to 
it, according to Badarayana. How? Because it is 
possible for them also — since they too are corporeal 
beings — to have a desire for Brahmaloka or tor 
final illumination and also to possess the necessary 
requisites (the tour-told qualification) for such 
illumination. In the Sruti also we find India and 
other gods living the life of Brahmacharya for 
attaining this knowledge of Brahman. For in- 
stance, (dill. 8. 11. 3; also Taitt. 3. 1, where the 
god Varuna is said to have possessed that Know- 
ledge which he teaches to his son Bhrigu. 
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Contradiction to sacrifices if it 

be said *T not 3i^-R^TR%s the assumption of many 
(forms) ^i«ti<u because it is found (in the scriptures). 

27. If it be said (that the corporeality 
of the gods would involve) a contradiction to 
sacrifices; (we say) no, because we find (ip 
the scriptures) the assumption (by the gods) 
of many (forms at one and the same time). 

If gods possess bodies, then it would not be 
possible for one and the same god to be present in 
sacrifices performed simultaneously at different 
plates. This is the objection, which is refuted by 
the latter paid of the Sutra on the ground that the 
_g*ods, like the Yogis, owing to their Yoga powers 
are capable of assuming several forms (Kayavyuha; 
simultaneously. See Chh. 7. ~t>. 2 . Again as a 
sacrifice consists in making offerings by the sacri- 
fice]* to some divinity, many persons at the same 
time may make such offerings to a single divinity, 
even as many persons can at the same time salute a 
•single person. 

^ , ?r, arer. sre raj \ ^mm i i 

With regard to ( Vcdic) words fl?! if it be 
said no from these (words) because of 

the creation from direct perception 

and inference. 
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28. If it be said (that the corporeality 
of the gods would involve a contradiction) 
with regard to (Vedic) words, (we say) no, 
because of the creation (of the world together 
with the gods) from these (words), (as is 
known) from direct perception (Sruti) and 
inference fSmriti). 

A further objection is raised with respect to 
the corporeality of the gods. If they have a body, 
they too like men would be subject to births and 
deaths. Now all the words in the Vedas according 
to Purva Mimamsa are eternal. So also every word 
lias tor its counterpart a form, an object which it 
denotes. The relation between a name or word and 
form (the object) is eternal. The word or name, its. 
object, and their relation are eternal verities. Now 
in the Vedas we find words like Indra, Varuna, 
etc. — the names of the gods. If these gods are not 
eternal, since they possess bodies, then these words 
cannot have their eternal counterpart, the object. 
So the eternity and authoritativeness of the Vedas, 
which are based on the eternal relation between the 
word and it s object, would be a myth. This is the 
main objection. It is answered thus. Each word 
of the Vedas has an objective counterpart which 
is not an individual but a type. The word ‘cow*, 
for instance. has for its counterpart the 
object, which is a type and as such is eternal and 
does not depend on the birth or death of indivi- 
duals belonging to that type. Similar is the case 
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with words like Indra, Varuna, etc. Words re- 
presenting the gods etc. have for their counterpart 
objects that are types and not individuals. Again 
Indra is the name of any one who would occupy 
that exalted position, like the word ‘king* in ordi- 
nary parlance. So there is no contradiction to 
Vedic words. As a matter of fact, the world in- 
cluding the gods etc. have originated from Vedic 
words. This does not mean that the Vedic words 
constitute the material cause of these things, 
which Brahman alone is, as stated in Sutra 1. 1. 2. 
W*hat then is meant? According to Indian philo- 
sophy the universe and its objects have both 
name and form as the conditions of their mani- 
festation. There can be no mental state (Chitta- 
vritti) unconditioned by name and form. The 
thought wave first manifests as a word and then 
as the more concrete form. The idea is the 
essence, and the form is, as it were* the outer 
crust. What is true of the individual mind is 
also true of the cosmic mind. In this sense only 
is the world said to be created, rather manifested, 
from the Vedic words. This is endorsed by the 
Sruti and Smriti. In the Vedas it is said that the 
Lord uttered different words before creating differ- 
ent types "of beings. Vide Brih. 1. 2. 4. “The 
several names, actions, and conditions of all things 
He shaped in the beginning from the words of the 
Vedas” (Manu 1.21). 
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^ fWc^cel^ll ^ II 

«Rn^ From this very reason ^ also the 

eternity. 

29. From this very reason also (results) 
the eternity (of the Vedas). 

Since the objects are eternal, that is, gods etc. 
as types are eternal, the Vedic words are eternal. 
This establishes the eternal nature of the Vedas. 
The Vedas were not written by anybody. They 
are impersonal and eternal. The Rishis only 
discovered them but were not authors of the Vedie 
texts “By means of their past good deeds (the 
priests) attained the capacity to understand the 
Vedas; (then) they found them dwelling in the 
Rishis” (Rig-Veda 10.71.3), which shows that the 
Vedas are eternal. 

ii 3® n 

Because of similar names and 
forms ^ and in the revolving of the world 

cycles 8jfq even no contradiction from 

the Sruti from the Smriti and. 

30. And because of the sameness of 
names and forms (in every fresh cycle) there 
is no contradiction (to the eternity of the 
Vedic words) even in the revolving of the 




1.3.30] 


BRAHMA -SUTRAS 


123 


world cycles, as is seen from the Sruti and 
the Smriti . 

An objection is raised. Since at the eiul of a 
■cycle everything is completely destroyed and crea- 
tion begins afresh at the beginning of the next 
cycle, there is a break in the continuity of exis- 
tence; so even as types the gods are not eternal. 
This upsets the eternal relation of Vedie words and 
the objects they represcut, and consequently the 
eternity of the Vedas and their authority fall to 
the ground. This Sutra refutes it. Just as a 
person after waking from dee]) sleep finds no break 
in the continuity of existence, so also in the state 
of Pralaya (end of a cycle) the world is in a 
potential state — in seed form — in ignorance, and 
not completely destroyed ; at the beginning of the 
next cycle it is again manifested into a gross form 
with all the previous vaiiety of names and forms. 
As the world does not become absolutely non- 
existent, the eternity ot the relation between Vedie 
words and their objects is not contradicted, and 
consequently the authoritativeness of the Vedas 
remains. This eternal existence of the world in 
gross and fine forms alternatively and the simila- 
rity of the names and forms are brought out by the 
Sruti and Smriti texts. “As formerly the Lord 
ordered the sun and the moon, heaven, earth, the 
•sky” etc. (Pig- Veda 10. 190. 3). 
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In Madlm Vidy& etc. on account 

of the impossibility 3?5rf^l^R disqualification 
Jaimini ( is of opinion ). 

31. On account of the impossibility (of 
the gods) being qualified for Madhu Vidya 
etc. Jaimini (is of opinion that the gods) are 
not qualified (either for Upasanas or for the 
knowledge of Brahman). 

In many of the [Ipasanas (devout medita- 
tions) a person is asked to meditate on the self of 
some god or other. For example, in Madhu Vidya 
one is to meditate on the sun as honey (something 
helpful). Such a meditation will be impossible for 
the sun-god. Hence in I'pasanas where one has to 
meditate on the self of certain gods, these divi- 
nities themselves would naturally be disqualified; 
for the same person cannot be both the object of 
meditation and the worshipper. So Jaimini thinks 
that the gods are not qualified for these devout 
meditations or for the knowledge of the Supreme 
Brahman. 


II ^ II 

As more spheres of light because. 

( used ) in the sense ^ and. 

32. And (the gods are not qualified for 
Vidyae) because (the words ‘sun*, ‘moon’. 
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etc., spoken of as gods) are used in the sense 
of mere spheres of light. 

A further objection is given. There ia no 
proof as to the existence of gods with hands, feet, 
etc., and with desires — which would qualify them 
for meditations and Knowledge. These are mere 
names of planets and luminary objects and as such 
are material inert things. Consequently they are 
not qualified for any kind of Vidya (meditation), 
prescribed in the scriptures. 

3T% % II \\ II 

The existence (of qualification) 3 but 4RW: 

( sage ) B&dar&yana ( maintains ) does exist f? 

because . 

33. But Badarayana (maintains) the 
existence (of qualification on the part of the 
gods for the knowledge of Brahman), because 
(all those causes like body, desires, etc., 
which qualify one for such knowledge) do 
exist (in the case of the gods). 

Badarayana thinks that besides the luminary 
orbs like the sun, moon, etc., each of them has a 
presiding deity of that name with body, intelli- 
gence, desires, etc., and as suclj. there being all the 
causes which can qualify them for the Upasanas 
and Supreme Knowledge, the gods also are en- 
titled to them. The fact that the sun-god cannot 
be entitled to Madhu Vidya because he cannot 
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meditate nil the sun, i.e. himself, does not 
disqualify him for other devout meditations or for 
the knowledge of Brahman. Similar is the case with 
other gods. 

Topic U: The riyht of the Sudras to the study 
of the Vedas discussed . 

ft ii^ii 

Sfp Grief 3RPT his from hearing his 

(the Rishi’s) contemptuous words cT^L that (grief) 
owing to his approaching is referred 

toft because. 

34. His (King Janasruti’s) grief 
(arose) from hearing the contemptuous 
words (of the Rislii in the form of a swan); 
owing to his approaching (Raikva over- 
whelmed with) that (grief) (Raikva called 
him Sudra); because it (the grief) is referred 
to (by Raikva, who could read his mind). 

In tlie previous Sutra, it has been shown that 
die gods are entitled to the Vedas and Knowledge. 
This Sutra discusser* whether the Sudras are en- 
titled to them or not. Sinee, like the gods, the 
Sudras also are possessed of a body, strength, and 
desires, it naturally follows that they too are 
entitled. In Chhandogya 4.2.5 Raikva at first 
calls danasruti, a Sudra, when he comes for instruc- 
tion with present*, which are refused. But when 
he appears a second time, Raikva again calls him a 
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Sudra, but this time accepts his presents and 
teaches him. So it is maintained that the Sudras 
also are qualified for Knowledge. 

This Sutra refutes the view and denies the right 
to the study of the Vedas for a Sudra by caste, since 
the word ‘Sudra* occurring in the text referred to 
does not denote a Sudra by birth, which is its con- 
ventional meaning, for Janasruti was a Kshatriya 
king (Ohh. 4. 1. 3). Here we must take the ety- 
mological meaning, ot the word, which is “He 
rushed into grief*’ or “He in his grief immediately 
approached Raikva.” The following Sutra also 
shows that he was a Kshatriya. 



fo^Trl || VA II 


( His ) Kshatriya hood being known ^ 
and later on fojfET by the indicatory sign 

( of his being mentioned ) along with a descendant 
of Chitraratha ( a Kshatriya ) 

35. And because the Kshatriyahood 
(of Janasruti) is known later on by the in- 
dicatory sign (of his being mentioned) along 
with a descendant of Chitraratha (a Ksha- 
triya). 

Janasruti is mentioned with the Kshatriya 
Cliaitraratha Abhipratarin in connection with the 
same Vidya, and so we can infer that Janasruti also 
was a Kshatriya, for as a rule equals alone arc 
mentioned together. 
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^VdWWAlk^Mlf+WNI* II II 

^^R-Mil^fc^Purificatory ceremonies being men- 
tioned its absence being declared 

^ and. 

36. Because purificatory ceremonies are 
mentioned (in the case of the twice-born) 
and their absence is declared (in the case of 
the Sudras). 

Purificatory ceremonies like TTpanayana etc. 
are declared by the scriptures to be a necessary 
condition of the study of all kinds of knowledge or 
Vidya; but these are meant only for the higher 
castes. Their absence in the case of the Sudras is 
repeatedly declared in the scriptures. ‘‘Sudras do 
not incur sin (by eating prohibited food), nor have 
they any purificatory rights’’ etc. (Manu 10. 12. 
6). Consequently they are not entitled to the 
studv of the Vedas. 

^ srpf : n n 

On the ascertainment of the absence 
of that ( Sudrahood ) ^ and UfTT 2 from inclination. 

37. And because the inclination (on 
the part of Gautama to impart Knowledge 
is seen only) on (he ascertainment of the 
absence of Sudrahood (in Jabala Satya- 
kama). 

That Sudras are not qualified is known also 
from the fact that great teachers like Gautama 
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made sure before imparting Knowledge that dis- 
ciples like Jabala Satyakama were not Sudras. 
See Chh. 4. 4. 5. 

II ^ II 

Because of the prohibition 
of hearing, studying and understanding in the 
Smriti ^ and. 

38. And because of the prohibition in 
the Smriti of hearing and studying (the 
Vedas) and knowing their meaning and per- 
forming Vedic rites (to Sudras, they are not 
entitled to the knowledge of Brahman). 

Sutras 34-38 disqualify the Sudra for the 
knowledge of Brahman through the study of the 
.Vedas. But it is possible for them to attain that 
knowledge through the Puranas and the epics 
[(Rainayana and Mahabharata). 

The digression begun from Sutra 26 ends here 
and the general topic is again taken up. 

Topic 10: The Prana in ivhich everything trembles 
is Brahman . 

In topic 7 it was proved that the reference to 
the Jiva was to inculcate the knowledge of 
Brahman, as the former is really identical with 
Brahman. But in the text to be discussed ‘Prana’ 
cannot refer to Brahman, as such identity is not 
possible — this seems to be the line of thinking of 
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the opponent, who there hire takes up this topic for 
discussion. 


WWlrl II ^ II 

3WIRT On account of vibration. 

39. (Prana is Brahman) on account of 
the vibration (spoken of the whole world). 

“Whatever there is in the whole world has 
come out of and trembles in the Prana’ ’ etc. (Kath. 
2. 0. 2). Here ‘Prana’ is Brahman and not the 
vital force. Why? First because of the context, 
since Brahman is the topic in the previous and 
subsequent texts. Again “The whole world trem- 
bles in Prana” — in this wo have reference to an 
attribute of Brahman. It being the abode of the 
whole world, it is the cause of the life of the whole 
world including the Prana. Lastly, immortality is 
declared to him who knows this Piano and ‘Prana’ 
is also often used to denote Brahman in the Sruti. 

Topic 11: The ‘ light ' is Brahman . 

In the last topic ‘Prana’ was taken to mean 
Brahman from the context. But in the text taken 
up b>r discussion in t his topic, there is no such con- 
text by which ‘light’ can be taken to be Brahman 
— so says the opponent. 

^tffT75T?TT?I || Vo || 

I Aght on account of (Brahman) being 


seen. 
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40. Light (is Brahman) on account of 
(Brahman) being seen (as the subject of the 
texts). 

“Thus does that serene being, arising from the 
body, appear in its own form as soon as it has 
approached the highest light* ’ (Chh. 8. 12. 3). 
Here ‘highest light’ stands for Brahman. Why? 
Because Brahman is the subject of the whole 
section. The ‘highest light’ is also called the 
Highest Person in that text itself later on. Free- 
dom from the body is said to belong to that being 
which is one with this ‘light.’ Disembodied state 
or Freedom can arise only from being identified 
with Brahman. 


Topic 12: The Akdsa which reveals names 
and forms is Brahman . 



II II 


Ak&sa f because it is 
declared to be something different etc. 

41. Akasa (is Brahman) because it is 
declared to be something different etc. (from 
names and forms and yet their revealer). 

“That which is called Akasa is the revealer of 
all names and forms. That within which these 
names and forms are, is Brahman, the immortal, 
the Self” (Chh. 8.14.1). 

Here ‘Akasa’ is Brahman. Why? Because 
names and forms are said to be within this Akasa, 
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which is therefore different from these. In this 
phenomenal world everything is conditioned by 
name and form, and Brahman alone is beyond 
them. Akasa is said to be the revealer of names 
and lorms; and as the Inner Ruler of the whole 
world of names and forms it cannot be anything else 
but Brahman. Moreover, epithets like ‘Infinite.’ 
‘Immortal/ ‘Self’ also show that ‘Akasa’ here refers 
to Brahman. 

Topic Vi: The Self consisting of knowledge 
is not the individual soul but Brahman. 

In the previous topic because Akasa was spoken 
of as different from names and forms, it was taken 
as Brahman. This argument is objected to by the 
opponent, who cites that even difference is spoken 
of with respect to the individual soul and 
Brahman, who are really identical. So this topic 
is taken up for discussion. 



In deep sleep and death as 

different. 

42. Because of the Supreme Self being 
shown as different (from the individual soul) 
in the states of deep sleep and death. 

In the sixth chapter of the Brihadaranyaka 
Upanishad, in reply to the question, “Which is that 
Self” (4. 3. 7), a lengthy exposition of the nature 
of the Self is given. The question is whether the 
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♦Sell' is the Supreme Self or the individual soul. 
This Sutra says it is the Supreme Self. Why? 
Because it is shown to be different from the indi- 
vidual self in the state of deep sleep and at the 
time of death. ‘‘This person, embraced by the 
supiemely intelligent Self, knows nothin# that is 
without or within” (Brih. 4. 3. 21), which shows 
that in deep sleep the ‘person’ which represents the 
individual soul, is different from the Supreme Self, 
called here the supremely intelligent Self. 

The ‘person’ is the individual soul, because the 
absence of the knowledge of external things and 
things within in deep sleep can be predicated only 
of the individual soul, which is the knower, and the 
supiemely intelligent Self is Brahman because siicii 
intelligence can be predicated of Brahman only. 
Similarly at the time of death. (Brih. 4. 3. 35) 
Therefore Brahman is the chief topic in this section. 
The extensive discourse on the individual soul in 
this section is not to establish its Jivahood, but to 
show that it is in reality not different from 
Brahman. 

II II 

43. On account of words like ‘Lord’ 
etc. (the Self in the text under discussion is 
the Supreme Self). 

Epithets like ‘Lord,’ ‘Ruler,’ etc. are applied 
to the ‘Self’ discussed in the text (Yide Brih. 4. 4. 
'22), and these are apt only in the case of Brahman, 
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for tliese epithets show that the thing spoken of is 
beyond bondage. So the word ‘Self’ denotes the 
Supreme Self and not the Jiva. 



CHAPTER I 


Section iv 

In topic 5, section 1, it has been shown that as 
the Sankhyan Pradhana is not based on scriptural 
authority and that as the Sruti texts all refer to an 
intelligent principle as the First Cause, Brahman 
is that First Cause. In all the subsequent Sutras of 
the first three sections it lias been shown how all the 
Vedanta texts refer to Brahman. i\ow the fact that 
the Pradhana is not based on scriptural authority 
as questioned by the opponent, and his objections 
are being* answered. The whole of section 4 practi- 
cally answers all objections from the Sankhyan 
standpoint. 

Topic 1 : The Mahat and Avijakta of the Kaiha 
(Tpanishad do not refer to the Sankhijan 
categories. 

In the last topic of the previous section, by a 
reference to the well-known individual soul, 
Brahman, which is not so well known, was taught. 
So the opponent in this topic holds that the refer- 
ence to Avyakta in the text to be quoted should be 
taken to deal with the well-known Sankhyan cate- 
gory. 
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an gff T fi re re c i&ti i fa fd , n, sitk^F- 

^ n r < u 

®<I3.+/iI»i*i>H. That which is inferred ( i. < the Pra- 
dhitna ) Sift also in some ( recensions of tin- 

texts ) if it be said «l no 

because it Is mentioned in a simile referring to the 
body <^lcf ( the Sruti ) explains ^ too. 

1. If it be said that in some (recen- 
sions of the Vedas) that which is inferred 
(/.ft-, the Pradhana) (is) also (mentioned^ 
(we say) no, because (the word ‘Avyakta’ 
occurring in the Katha Upanishad) is men 
tinned in a simile referring to the body (and 
means the body itself and not the Pradhana 
of the Sankhyas) ; (the Sruti) too explains 
(it). 

An objection is again raised here by the 
Sankhyas that the Pradhana is also based on scrip- 
tural authority, for some Sakhas (Vedic recensions) 
like the Katha Sakha (school) contain expressions 
wherein the Pradhana seems to he referred to: 
“Beyond the Maliat (Great) there is the Avyaktic 
(l nUeveloped), beyond the Undeveloped is the 
Purusha (Being)" etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 11). The 
word ‘Avvakta’, they say, here refers to the Pra- 
dhana. Because the words ‘Maliat’, ‘Avyakta', 
and ‘Purusha’, which occur in the same order as 
mentioned in the Sankhya philosophy, occur in the 
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text, and so they are recognized to be the same cate- 
gories of the Sankhyas. 

This Sutra after raising this objection refutes 
it thus : The word ‘Avyakta’ is used in connection 
with a simile referring to the body, and does not 
refer to the Pradhana. In that word we recognize 
something mentioned in an earlier text. “Know 
that the soul is the rider of the chariot and the 
body the chariot. Consider the intellect to be the 
charioteer and the mind the reins. The senses, 
they say, are the horses, and their roads are the 
sense-objects” etc. (Kath. 3. 3. 3-4). All these 
things that are referred to in these verses are to be 
found in the following: “The objects are superior 
to the senses, the mind is superior to the object, 
the intellect is superior to the mind, the Mahat is 
superior again to the intellect, the Avyakta is supe- 
rior to the Mahat, and the PurUsha is superior to 
the Avyakta. Nothing is superior to the Purusha,” 
etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 10-11). 

Now compare these two quotations. The 
senses, mind and intellect, mentioned in the earlier 
texts, are to be found in these later texts. The 
Atman of the earlier texts is denoted by the 
‘Purusha’ of the later ones. The Mahat of the 
later texts means the cosmic intellect and so is in- 
cluded in the intellect of the earlier texts, where 
it is used in a comprehensive sense to include both 
the individual and cosmic intellects. What 
remains is only the body in the earlier texts, and 
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Avyakta in the later texts; and so Avyakta means 
the body here and not the Pradhana. We shall 
not be justified in interpreting a Sruti according 
to Sankhyan technicalities. For the purpose of 
recognition a comparison should be made not with 
the Smriti. but with similar passages of the Sruti 
itself, like those cited above. 

II 

Subtle g but because it can be pro- 

perly so designated. 

2 . But the subtle (cause of the body is 
meant by the term ‘Avyakta’) because it can 
be properly so designated. 

Au objection is raised. As the body is gross 
and developed, how can it be referred to by the 
term ‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped)? The answer is, 
here, not the gro^s body but the causal substance, 
Le. the five uncompounded elements out of which, 
the body is built, is meant. They, being subtle 
and not fully manifest and also being beyond 
sense perception, can be properly designated by 
the term ‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped). It is also a 
common thing to denote the effect by the cause and 
hence indirectly the gross body is referred to here. 
“Mix the Soma with the cow (z.c. milk)” (Rig 
Veda 9. 40. 4). 

II 3 II 

On :i comint of its dependence is 

fitting. 
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3. On account of its dependence (on 
the Lord), it fits in (with our theory). 

It may be said that if a subtle causal condi- 
tion of the gross world is thus admitted, it is as 
.good as accepting the Pradhana. This Sutra 
makes the difference clear. While the Pradhana 
of the Sankhyas is an independent entity, the 
subtle causal condition admitted here is dependent 
on the Supreme Lord. Such a causal condition 
has necessarily to be admitted, for without that 
the Lord cannot create. It is the potential power, 
the causal potentiality inherent in Brahman. It 
is Nescience. That explains why, when one’s 
ignorance is destroyed by Knowledge, there is no 
possibility of that liberated soul getting into 
bondage again. About this ignorance you can 
neither say that it is nor that it is not; it is an 
illusion and so it is reasonably called undeveloped 
(Avyakta). This ignorance or creative power can- 
not create of itself without the instrumentality of 
the Lord. The illusion of a snake in a rope is not 
possible merely through ignorance without the 
rope. So also the world cannot be created merely 
by ignorance without the substratum, the Lord. 
Hence it is dependent on the Lord. Yet the Lord 
is not in the least affected by this ignorance, even 
as the poison does not affect the snake which has 
it. “Know then Piakriti is Maya and the great 
Lord the ruler cl Mava” (Svet 4. 10). So the 
Avyakta is a helper, as it were, to Iswara in His 
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creation, and hence such an Avyakta dependent on 
the Lord is significant and has to be admitted, 
says the Sutra. 

faaiwrw ii # n 

Because it is not mentioned ( as some- 
thing ) to be known ^ and. 

4. And because it is not mentioned 
(that the Avyakta) is to be known (it cannot 
be the Pradhana of the Sankhyas). 

Liberation, according to the Sankhyas, results, 
when the difference between the Purusha and the 
Avyakta. (Prakriti) is known. Hence the Avyakta,, 
with them, is to be known. But here there is m> 
question of knowing the Avyakta, and as such it 
cannot he the Pradhana of the Sankhyas. 

% , JT, mifT ff II 'A II 

^la Does static if it bo said «I no SI^P 

intelligent Self for SRitviRT from the context. 

5. If it be said (that the Sruti) does 
state (that the Avyakta has to be known and 
therefore it is the Pradhana); (we say) no, 
for (it is} the intelligent (Supreme) Self 
(which is meant), since that is the topic. 

“He who has perceived that which is without 
sound, without touch . . . beyond the Mahat 

(Great) and unchangeable, is freed from the jaws 
of death” ‘ v Kath. 1. o. 15). The Sankhyas hold 
that in this text the Sruti says that the Pradhana 
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has to be known to attain Freedom; for the des- 
cription given of the entity to be known tallies, 
with the Pradhana, which is also beyond, the 
Mahat. The Sutra refutes this saying that by 
Avyakta, the one beyond the Mahat (Great) etc., 
the intelligent (Supreme) Self is meant, as that is 
the subject-matter of that section. 

II 5 11 

WTR, Of three only ^ and thus 
introduction 51$*: question ^ and. 

6. And thus the question and elucid- 
ation with reference to three only (of which 
the Pradhana is not one) (is consistent). 

In the Katha 1 1 punish ad Nachiketas asks. 
Yama three questions only, viz. about the fire 
(sacrifice), the individual soul, and the Supreme 
Self. The Pradhana is not mentioned. So we 
cannot expect Yama to go out of his way and 
treat of the Pradhana, which has not been inquired 
into. 


II v* || 

Like Mahat ^ and. 

7. And like Mahat (the word £ Avyakta’ 
does not refer to any Sankhyan category). 

The Mahat according to the Sankhyas means 
the first-born, the cosmic intelligence; but in the 
Vedie texts it is associated with the word ‘Self.’ 
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Passages like “The Mahat (Great) is superior to 
the intellect” (Kath. 1. 3. 10), clearly show that it 
is used in a different sense from the intellect and 
refer to the Self in different aspects. Similarly 
though the Avyakta in the Sankhya philosophy 
may mean the Pradhana or Prakriti, in the Sruti 
texts it means something different. So the Pra- 
dhana is not based on scriptural authority but is a 
mere inferred thing. 

Tojju 2: The tri-coloured Ajd of the Svetdsvatara 

1 1 pan i shad is not the Sankhya n Tradhdna. 

I n the last topic the opponent was refuted on 
tlie ground that the mere mention of the word 
‘Avyakta’ was not sufficient reason to identify it 
as the Sankhya n category called the Pradhana. 
The opponent here gives more analogies from the 
Sruti texts to uphold his view. 

u <: n 

the bowl srf'relmn f < »• w:int of special 

characteristics. 

8. (The word ‘Aja’ cannot be asserted 
to mean the Pradhana) for want of special 
characteristics, as in the case of the bowl. 

“There is one Aja, red, white, and black 
producing manifold offspring of the same appear- 
ance (colour)” ^8vet. 4. 5). The question is 
whether this ‘Aja’ refers to the Sankhya category 
Prakriti or to the fine elements fire, water, and 
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earth. The Sankhyas hold that ‘Aja’ here mean** 
the Pradhana, the unborn; and red, white, and 
black refer to its three constituents, the Gunas — 
Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas. This Sutra refutes 
this, saying that in the absence of special charac- 
teristics there is no basis for such a special asser- 
tion. The text can be interpreted otherwise also. 
“There is a bowl that has its opening below and 
bulging at the top’ 7 (Brih. 2. 2. 3). It is impos- 
sible to decide from the text itself what kind of 
bowl is meant. So also it is impossible to fix the 
meaning of ‘Aja’ from the text alone. As in the 
case of the bowl the complementary texts fix what 
kind of bowl is meant, so also here we have to 
refer this passage to supplementary scriptural texts 
to fix the meaning of ‘Aja’ and not assert that it 
means the Pradhana. 

3, wi irftar ii s n 

^lcRW*WI ( Elements ) beginning with light g. 
but so f? because read some. 

9. Rut (the elements) beginning with 
light (are meant by the word Aja), because 
some read so. 

The Chhandogya assigns to the elements fire, 
water, and earth, created by the Lord, red, white, 
and black colours. Vide Chh. 6. 2. 2-4 and 6. 4. 1. 

This passage fixes the meaning of the word 
‘Aja' here. It refers to the three elementary 
substances viz. fire, earth, and water, from which 
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the rest of the creation has been produced. It is 
not the Frakrifi of ihe Sankhyas consisting of the 
tin •ee Gunas. In the former interpretation the 
three colours can be taken in their primary sense, 
whereas they can represent the three Gunas in a 
secondary sense only. Moreover, the force of the 
recognition of the Sruti is stronger; that is to say, 
if we can beyond doubt recognize in this passage 
what is elsewhere mentioned in the Sruti, that will 
be more reasonable than to recognize categories of 
a Smriti in the Sruti texts. 

II || 

Instruction having been given 
through ^ and imagery as in the case of 

‘honey* etc. no incongruity. 

10. And instruction having been given 
through the imagery (of a goat) (there is) no 
incongruity, (even) as in the case of 'honey’ 
(standing for the sun in Madhuvidya for 
the purpose of devout meditation) and such 
other cases. 

The word ‘Aja’ refers to something unborn; 
so how can it refer to the three causal elements of 
the Chhandogya, which are something created? 
It is incongruous, says the objector. 

There is no incongruity in it, answers the 
Sutra, as the elements are spoken of through the 
imagery of a slie-got (Aja). Even as the sun in 
Madhuvidya is represented as honey in the text. 
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“The sun indeed is the honey” (Chh. 3. 1. 1), so 
■also are the three elemental y substances of the 
Chhandogya represented as the goat. A slie-goat 
may be black, white, and red, and may give birth 
to offspring representing her in colour. Similarly 
out of the combination of fire, water, and earth, 
having red, white, and black colours respectively, 
are produced all the inanimate and animate beings 
of similar colours. The combination of the fine 
elements, fire, water, and earth is here spoken of 
by the imagery of a tri-coloured goat, and that is 
why it is called an Aja, which does not however 
mean unborn. 

Topic 3: The fivefold five people of ftrih . 4. 4. 17 
are not the twenty- five Sdnkhyan categories . 

* II u 14 

Not w?<T|h«M 5 ^(h even from the statement of 
the number uHi+IMiq^on account of the differences 
Qfia^RRJ^on account of the excess ^ and. 

11. Even from the statement of the 
number (fivefold five, i.e., twenty-five cate- 
gories, by the Sruti, it is) not (to be pre- 
sumed that the Sruti refers to the Pradhana) 
on account of the differences (in the catego- 
ries) and the excess (over the number of the 
Sankhyan categories). 

“That in which the five groups of five and 
the (subtle) ether are placed, that very Atman” etc. 
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(Brih. 4. 4. 17). Now five times five makes 
twenty- five, which is exactly the number of the 
Sankhyan categories. So the Sankhyas say that 
here is the scriptural authority for their philo- 
sophy. This Sutra refutes such an assumption. 
For the Sankhyan categories cannot be divided 
into groups 'of five on any basis of similarity, for 
all the twenty-five categories differ from each 
other. Secondly, the mention of the ether in the 
text as a separate category would make the num- 
ber twenty-six in all, contrary to the Sankhyan. 
theory. 

I! II 

5W<3W : Tne vital force etc. because of 

tiie complementary passage. 

12. (The five people referred to are) 
the vital force etc., because (we find it to be 
so) from the complementary passage. 

‘‘They who know the vital force of the vital 
force, the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the 
food of the food, the mind of the mind,” etc. 
(Brih. Madhy. 4. 4. 21). The ‘five people’ refer 
to this vital force and the other four of the text* 
which are cited to describe Brahman. 

II « II 

WlltHI By light some food not 

being mentioned. 
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13. (In the text) of some (the Kanva 
recension) food not being mentioned (in the 
complementary passage referred to in the 
previous Sutra) (the number is made up) by 
‘light’ (mentioned in the previous verse). 

“That immortal Light of lights the gods 
worship as longevity” (Brih. 4. 4. 16). Though 
food is not mentioned in the text cited in the last 
Sutra according to the Kanva recension of the 
Satapatha Brahinaua, yet the four of that verse, 
together with Tight 5 mentioned in the text cited 
above, would make the ‘five people 5 . 

Topic 4: There is no contradiction in the scriptures 
as regards the fact that Brahman is the First 
Cause . 

]n the last three topics it has been shown that 
the Pradhana of the Sankhyas is not based on the- 
scriptures, and consequently it was established 
that all the Sruti texts refer to Brahman as the 
First Cause. The opponent now tries to show that 
as the Vedanta texts contradict each other with 
respect to the order of creation, they are therefore 
of doubtful import, and consequently it is safer to 
accept the Pradhana, which is established by 
reason and inference, as the First Cause. 

=5n^T5TTf^j : n u 

As the ( First ) Cause =3 and 3ii4Alif^<| as 


S.s.—lO 
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regards ether and so on WT T> •' being re- 

presented ( in other texts ) as taught ( in one text ). 

14. (Although) as regards (things 
created, like) ether and so on (the Vedanta 
texts differ), (yet there is no such conflict 
with respect to Brahman) as the First Cause, 
(on account of Its) being represented (in 
one text). 

The Sankhyas contend that though the 
Pradhana cannot be the First Cause according to 
the Sruti, yet Brahman also cannot be taken to be 
the First Cause taught by the Sruti. Why? 
Because there is conflict as regards the order of 
creation; for some texts say that it is Akasa that 
was first produced from Brahman, some say that 
it is Prana, others that it is fire. This Sutra says 
that though there are conflicting views with res- 
pect to things created, that is, as regards the 
order of creation, yet since it is not the main 
object of the Sruti io teach about creation, it 
matters little. The main object in these descrip- 
tions is to teach that Brahman is the First Cause, 
and with respect to this there is no conflict; for 
every Vedanta text holds that Brahman is that. 

ii 

15. On account of the connection (with 
passage referring to Brahman, non-exis- 
tence does not mean absolute non-existence). 
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A further objection is raised that even as 
regards First Cause there is a conflict, for some 
texts say that the Self created these worlds (Ait. 
Ar. 2. 4. 1. 2-3), others say that creation origi- 
nated from non-existence (Taitt. 2. 7). Again 
existence is taught as the First Cause in some 
texts (Chh. G. 2. 1-2). Spontaneous creation also 
is taught by some texts (Brih. 1. 4. 7). On 
account of these conflicting texts it cannot be 
said that all the Vedanta texts refer to Brahman 
uniformly as the First Cause. These objections 
are answered as follows : “This was indeed non- 
existence in the beginning’’ (Taitt. 2. 7). Non- 
existence here does not mean absolute non- 
existence but undifferentiated existence. Exist- 
ence was at the beginning undifferentiated into 
name and form. In the texts of the Taittiriya 
Fpanislmd Brahman is definitely described as not 
being non-existence. “He who knows Brahman 
as non-existing becomes himself non-existing. 
He who knows Brahman as existing is known by 
sages as existing” (Taitt. 2. G). This Braliman is 
again described as having wished to be many and 
created this world. Again “How can that which 
is be created from non-existence?” (Chh. G. 2. 2) 
(dearly denies such a possibility. “Now this was 
then undifferentiated” (Brih. 1. 4. 7), does not 
speak of spontaneous creation without a ruler, for 
it is connected with another passage where it is 
said, “He has entered here to the very tips of the 
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finger-nails” (Brih. 1. 4. 7b where ‘He’ refers to 
this ruler, and hence we have to take that tin* 
Lord, the ruler, developed what was undeveloped. 
Similarly Brahman, which is described in one 
place as existence, is referred to in another place 
as being the Self of all by the word ‘Atman'. 
So all texts uniformly point to Brahman as the 
First Cause, and there is no conflict as regards 
this. 


Topic 5: He who is the maker of the sun. 
moon, etc., is Brahman and not Prana ( the vital 
force) or the individual soul. 

In the last topic the word ‘existence’ occur- 
ring in one passage helped us to interpret non- 
existence occurring in another passage as un- 
differentiated existence and not absolute non- 
existence. But the opponent now takes up for dis- 
cussion texts where the words ‘Prana’ etc. can- 
not be reasonably interpreted to mean Brahman, 
though It is mentioned in another text. 

w n 

Because ( it ) denotes the world. 

16. (He of whom all this is the work 
is Brahman) because (the work) denotes the 
world. 

“He, 0 Balaki, who is the maker of these 
persons (whom you mentioned), and whose work 
this is — is alone to be known’’ (Kau. 4. 19). In 
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this section Balaki first describes the several in- 
dividual souls residing in the sun, moon, ether, etc. 
as Brahman. Ajatasatru says that these are not 
the true Brahman and proceeding to teach the 
real Brahman says, “He who is the maker of these 
persons is alone to be known and not these 
persons.” Here who is the maker of* the sun, 
moon, etc. is the question. The opponent holds 
lie is either the chief Prana or the individual soul. 
He is the chief Prana, for the activity of motion 
connected with work refers to Prana, and Prana 
is also mentioned in a complementary passage: 
“Then he becomes one with that Prana alone” 
(Kau. 4. 20). It may also be the Jiva, for in “As 
the master feeds with his people. . . thus does 
the conscious self feed w r ith the other seifs” (Kau. 
4. 20) it is referred to. The Sutra refutes all this 
and says it is Biahman that is referred to by 
‘maker’ in the text; for Brahman is taught here. 
“I shall teach you Brahman.” Again ‘this', 
which means the w r orld, is his work — which clearly 
points out that the ‘lie’ is none other than 
Brahman. Therefore the maker is neither, Prana 
nor the individual soul, but the Supreme Lord. 


ai u l-f*5tf i On account of characteristics 
of the individual soul and the chief Pr&na * not 
%^if it be said cPfthat has already been 

explained. 
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17 . If it be said that on account of the 
characteristics of the individual soul and 
the chief Prana (to be found in the text. 
Brahman is) not (referred to by the word 
‘maker’ in the passage cited), (we reply) 
that has already been explained. 

See note on 1. 1. 41. 

vT'WA § srftrfvr: wt% iiVIl 

3T7ZTPTH For another purpose jg but srfefa: Jaimini 
because of the (piestion and elucida- 
tion moreover thus TJ% some*. 

18. Rut { the sage) Jaimini (thinks 
that the reference to the individual soul in 
the text) has another purpose because of the 
question and answer; moreover thus some 
(the Vajasaneyins) (read in their recension). 

Kven the reference to the individual soul in 
the said chapter of the Kaushitaki Upanisliad has 
a different purpose, and that is not to propound 
the individual soul but Brahman by showing 1 that 
the individual soul is different from Brahman. 
The questions, “Where did the person thus sleep? 
Where was he? Whence came lie thus back?” 
(Kau. 4. 19) refer (dearly to something different 
from the individual soul. And so does the answer 
( Ibid. 4. ^p) say that the individual soul is 

merged in Brahman in deep sleep. The Brihada- 
ranvaka Tjpanishad, where also this conversation 
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occurs, clearly points out the individual soul by 
the term ‘Vijnanamaya’, the person consisting of 
cognition, and distinguishes it from the Supreme 
Self. (Brih. 2. 1. 16-17). 

Tome 6: The Self to be seen through hearing 
etc. is Brahman. 

In the last topic the text unde] 1 discussion 
was interpreted to refer to Brahman, because the 
section begins with Brahman: “I will teach you 
Brahman.” Following the same argument the 
opponent cites Brih. 2. 4. 5 and argues that since 
the section begins with the individual soul, the 
self to be seen referred to in this text is the in- 
dividual soul and not Brahman. 

VK II 

On account of the connected meaning 

of passages. 

19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard, 
etc. is Brahman) on account of the connected 
meaning of the passages. 

‘‘The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should be 
realized — should be heard of, reflected on, and 
meditated upon. By the realization of the Self, 
my dear, through hearing, reflection, and medita- 
tion, all this is known” (Brih. 2. 4. 5). In this 
passage the Supreme Self is referred to, and not 
the individual soul. Why? In the whole section 
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Brahman is treated. It begins with Maitreyi’s 
question ‘‘Will wealth get me immortality ?” and 
Yajnavalkya answers that wealth, sacrifice, etc. 
will not obtain that immortality. She then asks 
for that which will give her immortality, and 
Yajnavalkya teaches her the knowledge of the 
Self; finally the section concludes with, “Thus 
far goes immortality.” Now immortality cannot 
be gained by the knowledge of the individual soul 
but only by the knowledge of the Supreme Self or 
Brahman. Therefore Brahman alone is the 
subject-matter and It alone is to be seen through 
hearing etc. Moreover, the text quoted says that 
by the knowledge of the Self spoken of there, 
everything is known, which clearly connects the 
Self referred to with Brahman; for how can the 
knowledge of a limited individual self give us 
knowledge of everything? 

|| II 

3dd«$U“Rb& : Of the proof of the proposition 
indicatory mark Asmarathya. 

20. (The fact that the individual soul 
is taught as the object of realization is an) 
indicatory mark (which is) proof of the pro- 
position, so Asmarathya thinks. 

In this Sutra the text quoted in the last 
Sutra (Brih. 2. 4. 5) is interpreted from the stand- 
point of Bhedabheda-\ ada of sage Asmarathya. 
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According* to this school the individual soul 
(Jiva) and Brahman, which are related as 
■effect and cause respectively, are different, yet 
not different, from each other, even as sparks are 
•different, yet not different, from fire. If the in- 
dividual soul (Jiva) were quite different from 
Brahman, then by the knowledge of the one 
(Brahman) everything else would not be known. 
Hence this school interprets the text thus : The 
individual soul alone is to be seen. But as it is 
not different from Brahman, the knowledge of the 
individual soul gives knowledge of Brahman and 
consequently knowledge oi everything. It is this 
non-difference between Bi alumm and the indivi- 
dual soul (Jiva) that establishes the proposition, 
“By the knowledge of one everything else is 
known”, and in this sense alone the text speaks of 
the individual soul in Brih. 2. 4. 5. 

It can also be interpreted as follows. If the 
individual soul is something different from 
Brahman, then the knowledge of Brahman would 
not give the knowledge of the individual soul. 
Therefore the individual soul is different, yet not 
different, from Brahman. It is to show this that 
the Sruti text begins with the individual soul. 

ft ; n ^ n 

Of the one which rises from the body 
^ because of this nature thus 

( the sage ) Audulomi. 
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21. (The statement at the beginning 
identifies the individual soul with Brahman) 
been use of this nature (viz., its identity with 
Brahman) of the one (i.e. the soul) which 
rises from the body (at the time of release), 
thus (thinks) Audulomi. 

'I'li is Aoharya, while taking* that the self to he 
seen is the individual soul (Jiva), explains it as 
follows : The soul, when it rises from the body, 

7.e. is free and has no body consciousness, realizes 
that it is identical with Brahman. It is to show 
this non-difference m the state of release that the 
Sruti speaks of the individual soul as identical 
with Brahman, even though the difference 
between the individual soul (Jiva) and Brahman 
in the state of ignorance is a reality. It is spoken 
of as lion-different from the Supreme Self or 
Brahman because in the state of release it is one 
with It. The text transfers the future state of 
non -difference to that time when difference 
actually exists. This school of Vedanta is known 
as Satya-bhecla-vada (i.e* the theory which holds 
that the difference between the individual soul 
and Brahman is a reality). 

n v< n 

Because of the existence so holds 
K&snkritsna 
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22. (The initial statement is made) 
because of the existence (of Brahman as the 
individual soul), so holds (sage) Kasakritsna. 

As it is impossible that an individual soul 
(Jiva5 quite different in nature from Brahman 
can be one with it in the state of release, this 
sage thinks that the Supreme Self Itself exists as 
the individual soul. They are absolutely non- 
different, the apparent difference being due to 
Upadliis or limiting' adjuncts, which are but pro- 
ducts of ignorance, and therefore unreal from the 
absolute standpoint. Hence also follows that by 
the knowledge of Brahman everything else is- 
known. 

Of the three schools of Vedanta depicted in 
the Jast three Sutras, that of Kasakritsna is justi- 
fied by the Vedanta texts. According to Asma- 
rathva the individual soul is a product of tile 
Supreme Self, and hence the knowledge of the 
cause leads to the knowledge of everything includ- 
ing the individual soul. But is the effect or any 
portion of it different from the cause? And is 
the whole cause involved in each of its effects? 
The answer to the second question is evidently, 
no. If the effect or some portion of it is different 
from this cause, whence does it come? And is it 
separable from that? If separable, it is not its 
nature, for nature cannot be separated. If not 
separable, the cause cannot be known, and the 
proposition, “The soul being known, all else is 
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known”, falls in the ground. So Asmarathya’s 
view cannot stand. 

According- to Audulomi the individual soul 
(Jiva) is only a state of the Supreme Self. If the 
Jivahood is a reality, it cun never be destroyed 
and freedom would be impossible, if on the other 
hand it becomes one with the Supreme Soul on 
release, then there is nothing like Jivahood which 
can be a reality. So Audulomi’s view cannot 
stand. .Jivahood is an unreality, a creation of 
ignojanee, the diva being identical with Brahman. 
Kven the creation of divas like sparks issuing* from 
a fire does not speak of any real creation but only 
with reference to Bpadhis. In reality the Jiva is 
neither created nor destroyed. It is our ignor- 
ance that makes us see the individual soul (diva') 
limited by l pudhis as something different from 
Brahman. 

J'o/iic 7: Utah man is also the material cause 
of the world. 





II ^ II 


Material cause ^ also 

not being contradictory to the proposition and 
illustration.-.. 


23. (Biahman is) the material cause 
also, (on account of this view alone) not 
being contradictory to the proposition and 
the illustrations (cited in the Sruti). 
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Granted that Brahman is the cause of the 
world; but what kind of cause? Is It the efficient 
cause, or the material cause, or both? The prijni 
facie view is that Brahman is only the efficient 
cause, as texts like “He thought, ... he created 
Prana” (Pr. G. 3-4) declare. 

This view is refuted by this Sutra. Brahman 
is also the material cause of the world. Here 
‘also* shows that it is the efficient cause as well. It 
is only if Brahman is the material cause of the 
world that it is possible to know everything 
through the knowledge of Brahman, as texts like 
“By which that which is not heard becomes 
heard” etc. (Chh. G. 1. 3) say; for the effects are 
not different from the cause. The illustrations 
referred to are: “My dear, as by one lump of 
clay all that is made of clay is known” etc. (Chh. 
6. 1. 4). These texts clearly show that Brahman 
is the material cause of the world; otherwise they 
would be meaningless. Again texts like “Brahman 
alone was at the beginning one without a second” 
show that It is also the efficient cause, for who 
else could be such a cause when there was nothing 
else ? 


II W II 

3Tfir*tfN^fl^On account of the statement of will 
( to create ) ^ also . 
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24. Alt-'o on account of the statement 
of will (to create on the part of the Supreme 
Self, It is the material cause). 

‘It wished, ‘May I be many, may I grow 
forth' " etc. (Chh. (i. 2. 4). In this text the 
desire shows that Brahman is tile efficient cause, 
and next ‘may 1 he many’ intimates that 
Brahman Itself became many. Hence It is the 
material cause as well. 

^JT^raTT5HTrf|| ='A || 

Direct =3 and bec ause the Hruti 

state's both. 

25 . And because the Sruti states that 
both (the creation and the dissolution of the 
world) (have Hralnnan as) the direct (cause). 

That from which a thing springs and into 
which if is re-absorbed is its material cause. “All 
these things spring from Akasa (Brahman) alone 
and return to Akasa” (Chh. L 1). 1), “That from 
which these things are produced, by which, when 
produced, they live, and into which -they enter at 
then dissolution — try to kno\\ that. That is 
Brahman” (Taitt. 3. 1). These texts show that 
Brahman is the material cause also. A tiling may 
he said to he produced from its efficient cause, but 
it cannot return h that at dissolution unless it is 
also the material cause. 
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9?RRf%: As It created Itself sR u lwi< by under- 
going modification. 

26. ( Brahman is the material cause of 
the world! because (the Sruti says that) It 
created Itself by undergoing modifications. 

“That Itself manifested Itself* * (Taitt. 2. 7), 
which shows that Brahman alone created the 
world, out of Itself, which is possible only by 
undergoing* modification. The word ‘Itself* in the 
text shows that there was no other cause operat- 
ing. The modification is apparent according to 
Sankara and real according* to Kamanuja. 

|| || 

Origin ^ and fg because is called. 

27. And because (Brahman) is called 
the origin. 

“That which the wise regard as the origin of 
all beings’* (Mu. 1. 1. (>) — this shows that Brah- 
man is the material cause of the world. Hence Its 
being the material cause is established. 

Topic (S’: The argument s 'which refute the 
Sankliyas refute also others . 

^ || || 

T7^«T By this all are explained. 

28. By this all (doctrines with 
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reference to the origin of the world contrary 
to the Vedanta texts) are explained. 

By this identity of the material and the effi- 
cient cause of the world all doctrines that speak 
of two separate causes tor it are refuted. That is, 
not only the Kankhyan, but also the atomic and 
other theories are refuted, as they are not based 
on scriptural authority and contradict many scrip- 
tural texts. The repetition of the verb in the 
aphorism only shows that the chapter ends here. 

Those who hold the atomic theory, or who say 
that the First Cause is non-existence, or that it is 
Sunya (Void) — as Ihe Nihilists say — cite respec- 
tively the following texts as authority. “These 
seeds, almost infinitesimal” (Chli. 6. 12. 1); “This 
was indeed non-existent at the beginning” ((Tin. 
3. 19. 1); “Some learned men being deluded,, 
speak of nature, and others of time, as the cause 
of everything” (Svct. 6. 1). But the arguments 
put forward against the Sankhyas, viz. that con- 
trary to the scriptures their First Cause is insenti- 
ent, that the proposition that through the know- 
ledge of the one everything is known, will not be 
true, etc. will apply here also, and so these views 
cannot be held to be authoritative and based on 
the scriptures. The Srutis quoted are explained 
thus : 

The word ‘infinitesimal' or ‘atomic' refers to 
the Atman, which can be so-called as it is very 
fine. The non-existence spoken of is only a fine 
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causal condition ot‘ the world undeveloped into 
name and form as yet, and not absolute non- 
existence; and the fact of nature being the First 
Cause is mentioned as a Purvapaksha by the Sruti, 
which itself refutes it further on in the succeeding 
texts. So Brahman alone is the First Cause, and 
nothing else. 


b.s. — 11. 



CHAPTER II 


Section 1 

In the first chapter it has been proved that all 
the Vedanta texts deal with Brahman as the First 
Cause, yet the arguments based on reasoning 
against this doctrine remain to be refuted. With 
this object in view this section is begun. In 
Section iv of Chapter I it was shown that the 
Pradhana of the Sankhyas, as also the atoms of 
the Vaiseshikas, are not based on scriptural 
authority. In this section arguments, claim- 
ing their authoritativeness from the Smritis, 
to establish the Pradhana and the atoms etc., are 
refuted. 

Topic 1 : Refutation of Smritis that are not based 
on the Srutis . 

|| \ || 

There would result the defect 
of leaving no scope for certain Smritis ^ ^ if it be 
*aid * no beeause there 

would result the defect of leaving no scope to some 
other Smritis. 
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1. If it be said that (from the doctrine 
of Brahman being the cause of the world) 
there would result the defect of leaving no 
scope for certain Smritis, (we say) no; be- 
cause (by the rejection of that doctrine) 
there would result the defect of leaving no 
scope for some other Smritis. 

In the last chapter it has been shown that the 
Sankhyan view is not based on scriptural autho- 
rity. Now its authority even as a Smriti is denied 
and refuted. 

If the doctrine of the Pradhana is rejected, 
then the Sankhya Smriti, propounded by a great 
seer like Kapila and acknowledged by other great 
thinkers, would cease to be authoritative; hence 
it is but reasonable that the Vedanta texts be so 
interpreted as to preserve the authoritativeness of 
this Smriti and not contradict it in toto . So says 
the opponent. The Sutra answers this by saying 
That if the doctrine of Brahman being the cause 
of the world be rejected to accommodate the 
Sankhya Smriti, which goes counter to the Srutis, 
then by that rejection many other Smritis like the 
Manu Smriti, which are based on the Srutis and 
therefore more authoritative, and, which also pro- 
pounded the doctrine of Brahman, an intelligent 
principle, being the cause of the world, would find 
no scope. So between the two it is desirable that 
the Smritris wfiirfi go counter to the Vedas be 
rejected. 
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Of tho others ^ and a^BSsf: there being 
no mention. 

2. And there being no mention (in the 
scriptures) of the other entities, ( i.e ,, the 
categories beside the Pradhana), (the San- 
khya system cannot be authoritative). 

Even accepting the Pradhana of the San- 
khyas for argument’s sake — for the Vedantins also 
recognize Maya as the cause of the world, the* 
difference between the two being that the Pra- 
dhana according to the Sankhyas is an independ- 
ent entity, whereas Maya is a dependent entity, 
being a power of Brahman — yet there is no men- 
tion of the other categories of the Sankhyas any- 
where in the Vedas. Hence the Sankhva philo- 
sophy cannot be authoritative. 

Topic 2: Refutation of the Yoga philosophy . 

WR %t: SRgrf;: n \ \\ 

*$*1 By this tho Yoga philosophy SoJ**’ is 
(also) refuted. 

3. By this the Yoga philosophy is 
(also) refuted. 

After the refutation of the Sankhyas, who 
recognize an independent entity called the 
Pradhana as the cause of the world, this Sutra 
refutes the Yoga Smritd, which also recognizes si 



2AAi 


BRAHMA SUTRAS 


167 


separate entity called the Pradhana as the First 
Cause, though unlike the Sankhyas they recognize 
an Iswara who directs this inert Pradhana in its 
creative evolution. The Yoga system is spoken of 
in Upani shads like the Svetasvatara. It helps 
■concentration of .the mind, which is necessary for 
the full comprehension of Brahman, and as such 
it is a means to Knowledge. So this Smriti, being 
based on the Srutis is authoritative. But it also 
recognizes the Pradhana, which therefore is the 
First Cause — so says the opponent. This Sutra 
•says that the arguments given in the last Sutra 
refute also the Yoga Smriti, for it also speaks of a 
Pradhana and ' its products which are not to be 
found in the Srutis. Though the Smriti is partly 
authoritative, yet it cannot be so with respect to 
that part which contradicts the Srutis. There is 
room only for those portions of the Smriti as do 
not contradict the Srutis. 

Topic 'j : Brahman , though of a different nature 
from the world , can gel be it. s* cause. 

* <PTTc5T ^ V II 

<T Not IqwijHcqicI. because of the contrary nature 
of this its being so ^ and from Sruti. 

4. (Brahman is; not (the cause of the 
world) because this (world) is of a contrary 
mature (from Brahman); and its being so. 
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(i.e., different from Brahman) (is known) 
from the scriptures. 

Brahman is intelligence, pure, etc., while the 
world is something material, impure, etc., and so 
is different from the nature of' Brahman; as such, 
Brahman cannot be the cause of this world. The 
effect is nothing but the cause in another form; 
therefore the cause and effect cannot be altogether 
of a different nature. Intelligence cannot produce- 
material effects and vice versa. That the world 
and Brahman differ entirely in their characteris- 
tics is known from texts like “Brahman became 
intelligence as also non-intelligent” (Taitt J . 2. 6), 
when* “non-intelligent” stands for the world. So 
Brahman cannot be the First Cause of the material 
world, though the scriptures may say so. 

The reference (is) to tin* presiding 
deities g but f^t^-3T35rr%Vzn^bceause of the special 
characterization and the fact of being so presided. 

5. But the reference is to the presid- 
ing deities (of the organs) on account of the 
special characterization (as ‘deities’) and 
also from the fact of a deity so presiding 
(over the functions of an organ being ap- 
proved bv the Sruti in other texts). 

The opponent, who says that the world and 
Brahman being different in nature — sentient and 



2 . 1 . 6 ] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


169 


material respectively — cannot be related to each 
other as cause and effect, anticipates a plausible 
objection and answers it in this Sutra. There is a 
text, “These organs quarrelling over their res- 
pective greatness/' etc. (Brih. 6. 1. 7), which 
shows that even the organs are not material but 
sentient. The opponent says that from this we are 
not to infer the sentiency of the world, since the 
reference is to the presiding deities of these organs. 
For the same topic occurs in the Kaushitaki Upa- 
nishad, where they are expressly mentioned. 
“These deities (speech etc.) quarrelling over their 
respective greatness*’ (Kau. 2. 14). Also because 
other texts show the existence of such presiding 
deities. “Fire becoming speech entered the 
mouth” (Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 2. 4). The same argument 
applies to texts of the Chhandogya, Ch. YI, where 
fire etc. are said to have thought and produced the 
next element in the series. The thought here 
spoken of is of the highest Deity, Brahman, which 
is connected with Its effects as a superintending 
principle. From all such texts we cannot infer 
the sentiency of the world, which is material and 
so different in nature from Brahman. Therefore 
Brahman cannot be the cause of the material 
world. 

gif.$ ii 

t^Hrl Is seen 3 but. 

6. But it is seen. , 
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‘But’ refutes the opponent’s view expressed 
in the last Sutra, viz. that this world cannot have 
originated from Brahman because it is different in 
character. For it is seen that intelligent things 
like scorpions etc. are produced from non-intelli- 
gent eowdung etc. Again from a sentient spider 
there comes forth the thread for its web. So also 
do nails, hair, etc. come forth from a man, who is 
an intelligent being. Therefore it is quite possible 
that this material world could be produced by 
an intelligent Being, Brahman. It may be 
objected that a man's body is the cause of the hair 
and nails, and not the man ; similarly the cow- 
dung is the cause of the body of the worms. Even 
then it must be admitted that there is a difference 
between the cause and the effect since, in both the 
examples cited, one of them is the abode of sojne- 
thing sentient while the other is not; they are not 
similar in all respects. If they were, then there 
would be nothing like cause and effect, nor would 
they be called by different names. So we have to 
admit that the cause and its effects are not similar 
in every respect, but something in the cause, or 
some qualities of it, must be found in the effects 
also, as the clay in the lump is found in the pot 
also, though the shape etc. of the two differ. So 
we say that even in the case of Brahman and the 
world, some qualities of the cause, Brahman, such 
as existence and intelligence, are to be found in its 
effect, the world. Everything in the world exists, 
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and this quality it gets from Brahman, which is 
existence itself. Again the intelligence of 
Brahman lights the whole universe. So these two 
qualities of Brahman are found in the world, 
which justify our relating them as cause and effect 
in spite of differences in other respects between 
them. 

, jt, n m* ii 

9TCRI. Non-existent it' it be said «f no n(dW- 

*n3R3IcT for it is merely a negation. 

7. If it be said (that the world, the 
effect, would then be) non-existent (before 
creation), (we say) no, for it is merely a 
negation (without any basis). 

If Brahman, which is intelligent, pure, and 
without qualities, is the cause of the world of an 
opposite character, it follows that before creation 
the world was non-existent, for Brahman was then 
the only existence. This means that something 
w T hich was non-existing is brought into existence, 
which is not accepted by the Vedantins. This 
argument of the opponent this Sutra refutes by 
saying that this negation is a mere statement 
without any objective validity. The effect exists 
in the cause before its origination as well as after 
it. It can never exist independent of the cause 
either before or after creation. Therefore the 
world exists in Brahman even before creation and 
is not absolutely non-existent. 
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At the time of dissolution <153 like that 
srejfRT on account of the fact absurd. 

8. On account of the fact that at the 
time of dissolution (the cause becomes) like 
that (' i.e., like the effect) (the doctrine of 
Brahman being the cause of the world) is 
absurd. 

Says the opponent : If Brahman is the cause 
of the world, then the world being dissolved in 
Brahman at the time of dissolution, its defects 
would affect Brahman, even as salt affects the 
water in which it is dissolved. Hence Brahman 
would become impure and would no more be the 
omniscient cause of the world, as the Upanishads 
main lain. Again at the time of dissolution all 
things having gone into a state of oneness with 
Brahman, there will be no special causes left for 
a new creation. If in spite of this we consider a 
new creation possible, then it would mean that 
there is a chance of even the liberated souls, who 
have become one with Brahman, reappearing in 
the world. Nor can it be said that the world 
remains separate from Brahman in the state of 
dissolution, for in that case it would be no dissolu- 
tion at all. So the Vedanta doctrine of Brahman 
being the cause of the world is objectionable, as it 
leads to all sorts of absurdities. 
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* 3, n <*> ii 

*f Not 3 but on account of the exist- 

ence of illustrations. 

9. But not (so) on account of the 
existence of illustrations. 

The objection is being answered: That the 
effect, when it gets dissolved in the cause, does not 
pollute the latter by its defects, is borne out by 
innumerable instances. A clay x>ot, for instance, 
when it is broken and reabsorbed into its original 
substance, i.e. clay, does not impart to it its 
special features. The very fact of absorption 
shows that all the qualities of the effect cannot 
abide, for in that case it would be no absorption at 
all. Moreovei , we have to remember that the 
effect is of the nature of the cause and not vice 
versa. Hence the qualities of the effect cannot 
touch the cause. It may, however, be objected 
that since the effect is but the cause in a new con- 
dition, all the good and bad traits of the effect 
must have been in the cause. But we forget that 
the world is after all an illusion. Brahman has 
only apparently changed into the world and as 
such is never affected by it, even as a magician is 
noj; affected by the illusion produced by him. 

The other incongruity shown, viz . that since 
at the time of dissolution the world is resolved into 
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Brahman and becomes one with It, there can be 
no further creation, and if it takes place there will 
be the possibility of even free souls coming into 
bondage again, cannot stand, for there are parallel 
instances with respect to this also. In deep sleep 
we do not perceive anything, there is no diversity, 
but on awakening we find the world of duality. 
A similar phenomenon can be expected to happen 
at the time of dissolution. In the former case it is 
the existence of ignorance (Avidya), which is not 
destroyed, that is responsible for the reappear- 
ance of the world. So also at dissolution the 
power of distinction remains in a potential state 
as Avidya or ignorance. But in the case of the 
liberated no ignoiance being left, there is no 
change of their being brought back into bondage 
from their state of oneness with Brahman. 

|| || 

Because of the objections to his own 

view ^ and. 

10. And because of the objections 
(cited) (being applicable) to his own 
(Sankhyan) view (also). 

The objections raised by the Sankhyas against 
Vedanta are equally true of their view of the First 
Cause, riz. the Pradhana. Form, taste, etc. 'are 
not to be found in the Pradhana, yet we find these 
things in the world produced out of it. The 
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objection as regards reabsorption at the time of 
Pralaya applies also in the case of the Sankhyan 
Pradkana,. Thus whatever objections are raised 
against Vedanta ip this respect are also true of 
the Sankhyas. Hence they should be dropped. 
Of the two, however, Vedanta being based on the 
Srutis is more authoritative. Moreover, the objec- 
tions have all been answered from the Vedanta 
standpoint, whereas from the Sankhyan stand- 
point it is not possible to answer them. 

II v< II 

Beca use reasoning lias no sure basis 
also otherwise should be inferred or 

reasoned %^if it be said so arfq even 
JRHP there will result the contingency of non-release. 

11. Also because reasoning has no sure 
basis (it cannot upset the conclusions of 
Vedanta). If it be said that it should be 
reasoned otherwise (so as to get over this 
defect), (we say) even so there will result 
the contingency of non-release (from this 
defect, with respect to the matter in ques- 
tion) . 

What one man establishes through reason can 
be refuted by another more intelligent than he. 
Even a sage like Kapila is refuted by other sages 
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•like Kanada. Hence reasoning having no sure 
-basis cannot upset the conclusions of Vedanta, 
which are based on the Srutis. But, says the 
opponent, even this judgment about reasoning is 
arrived at through reasoning; so it is not true that 
■reasoning has never a sure basis. Sometimes it is 
perfectly sound. Only we must reason properly. 
The latter part of the Sutra says that even though 
m some cases reasoning is infallible, yet with res- 
pect to the matter in hand it cannot transcend this 
defect. For the cause of the world (Brahman) is 
beyond the senses and has no characteristic signs. 
It cannot therefore be an object of perception, or 
of inference, which is based on perception. Or 
again if we take ‘release 1 in the Sutra to mean 
Liberation, it comes to this: True knowledge of a 
real thing depends on the thing itself, and there- 
fore it is always uniform. Hence a conflict of 
views with respect to it is not possible. But the 
conclusions of reasoning can never be uniform. 
The Sankhyas arrive through reasoning at the 
Pradhana as the First Cause, while the Naiyayi- 
kos (logicians) mention Paramanus (atoms) a ; s 
that. Which to accept? So no conclusion can be 
arrived at through reasoning independent of the 
scriptures, and since the truth cannot be known 
through this means, there will be no Liberation. 
Therefore reasoning which goes against the scrip- 
tures is no proof of knowledge and cannot contra- 
dict the Sruti texts. 
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Topic 4: The line of reasoning against the San - 
khya.< is valid also against others like the Atomists . 

fimmRs r g T srft u ii 

By this filWlftW 5 not accepted by the wise 
also Wmm are explained. 

12. By this (i.e. by the arguments 
against the Sankhyas) (those other views) 
also not accepted by the wise (like Manu 
and others) are explained. 

When the Sankhya philosophy, parts of which 
are accepted by the wise as authoritative, has 
been refuted, there is no question as regards the 
non-authoritativeness of all doctrines based mere- 
ly on reasoning like the atomic theory of Kanada 
and non-existence as the First Cause propounded 
by the Buddhists, which are wholly rejected by 
the wise. They are also refuted by these very 
arguments against the Sankhyas, as the reasons 
on which the refutation is based are the same. 
Topic 5: The distinctions like enjoy er and enjoyed 
do not contradict the truth which is oneness . 

wtxPjw ii u n 

On account of turning into the enjoyer 
^Hfwi: non-distinction %3 if it be said may exist 
■wlviq^as is experienced in the world. 

13. If it be said (that if Brahman be 
the cause then) on account of (the objects of 
enjoyment) turning into the enjoyer, non- 
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distinction (between enjoyer and things 
enjoyed would result), (we say, such dis- 
tinction) may exist (all the same), as is ex- 
perienced commonly in the world. 

A further objection is raised against Brahman 
being the cause. We perceive differences in the 
world. Now, perception as a means of knowledge 
is stronger than the Sruti. Hence what the Srutis 
say in contradiction to such an experience cannot 
stand. The idea is this: The distinction between 
the enjoyer (the diva) and the objects of enjoy- 
ment is well established by experience. If 
Brahman is the material cause, then the world, 
the effect, would be non-different from Brahman, 
and under the circumstances, the diva and 
Brahman being identical in Vedanta, the differ- 
ence between the subject and object would be des- 
troyed, since the one would pass over into the 
other. Hence Brahman cannot be held to be the 
material cause of the world as it contradicts 
perception. 

The latter part of the Sutra refutes this giving 
examples. It says that nevertheless there can be 
such differences in non-different things. For 
instance, waves, foam, etc. are non-different, 
being alike se*a water; yet as waves and foam they 
are different from each other. As sea water, their 
cause, they are one, but as waves, foam, etc. they 
are different, and there is no contradiction here. 
Hence it is possible to have difference and non- 
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difference in things simultaneously, owing to 
name and form. Therefore from the standpoint 
of Brahman the enjoyer and the enjoyed are not 
different, but as enjoyer and things enjoyed they 
are different; there is no contradiction in this. 

The Sutra can also be interpreted otherwise. 
If Brahman be the cause, then It would also be 
the enjoyer, the individual soul (Jiva), there 
being no difference between cause and effect. 
Consequently, there will be no such difference as 
the bondage of the individual soul and the free- 
dom of Brahman. The Sutra says that even as 
there is a distinction between the object, which is 
clear, and its image, which is disfigured in an 
unclean mirror, so also owing to the impurities of 
the Antahkarana (mind) the ever-free Brahman 
may give rise to the image of the individual soul, 
which is bound. 

Topic 6: The nonydifference of the effect from 
the cause . 

u| i| ^ | II r <V II 

Its non-difference from 

words like ‘origin’ etc. 

14. Its (of the effect) non-difference 
(from the cause results) from words like 
‘origin 5 etc. 

In the last Sutra the objection against 
Brahman being the material cause, that it 


b.s. — 12 
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contradicts perception, was answered from The 
standpoint of Parinamavada or the theory of 
Brahman actually undergoing modification. Now 
the same objection is refuted from the standpoint 
of Vivartavada or apparent modification, which is 
the standpoint of Advaita. The objection is: Texts 
like “There is no manifoldness whatever here (in 
Brahman)” (Kath 2. 4. 11) contradict percep- 
tion. Reason also says that among things which 
get transformed into each other there cannot be 
difference and non-difference at the same time. 
Hence the doubt. In a single moon we cannot see 
two moons. What was spoken of in the last Sutra, 
viz. that the difference between them is one of 
name and form, even that is unreal, for in a thing 
tv hi eh is one without a second, which is non- 
duality, even the difference due to name and form 
is impossible. The example of the sea is not apt, 
for here both the sea and its modifications, waves 
and foam, are objects of the senses, but Brahman 
is not. It is realized only through the scriptures 
and in Samadhi. What then is the truth? It is 
oneness, non-duality. As the effect is non-differ- 
ent from the cause, the latter alone is real. The 
Sruti also establishes this by the example ^of clay 
etc. in the Chhandogya TJpanishad. “Just as, by 
the knowledge of one lump of earth, my dear, 
everything made of earth is known, the modifica- 
tion being only a name arising from speech, but 
the truth being that all is earth, .... thus, my 
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dear, is that instruction” (Chh. 6. 1. 4-G). Here 
tlie Sruti by using the word ‘modifi cation’ tries to 
prove that there is no separate reality of the pots 
-etc., which are mere modifications of the lump of 
earth. They are not separate things but merely 
different conditions, just as the boyhood, youth, 
etc. of Hevadatta are mere conditions, and not 
real. So by knowing the lump of earth the real 
nature of the pots etc. is known. It matters little 
that the various forms are not known, for they 
are not worth knowing, being unreal. Even 
though these pots etc. are objects of the senses, 
yret discrimination tells us that besides earth 
nothing real is found in these. They are merely 
names arising out of speech and nothing more. 
They are cognized through ignorance, hence they 
are unreal. The clay, on the other hand, is rea- 
lized even apart from name and form and is there- 
fore real. Similarly Brahman alone is real and 
this world is unreal. The world being non- 
diffejent from its cause, Brahman, the truth is 
oneness, non -duality, Brahman, the one without 
a second. To people who through want of experi- 
ence have not this insight into things, there will 
always be difference and non-difference, even as 
in the case of the sea and its waves, but in reality 
these differences are relative and not true. 

^555$: || Ca II 

On the existence ^ and is experienced. 
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15. And (because) on the existence (of 
the cause) is (the effect) experienced. 

The effect is not experienced in the absence 
of the cause, which shows that the effect is not 
different from the cause. The world phenomena 
appear only because Brahman exists and not 
without It. Hence ihe world is non-different from 
Bra liman. 


WfcfWPTOW II f <S || 

On account of (its) existing and of 

the posterior. 

16. And on account of the posterior 
(i.e., the effect, which comes into being 
after the cause) existing (as the cause before 
creation). 

The Sruti says that before creation the world 
had its being in the cause, Brahman, as one with 
It: “Verily in the beginning this was Self, one 

only*’ (Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 1. 1); “In the beginning, 
my dear, this was only existence’ ' (Chh. 6. 2. 1). 
Now since before creation it was non-different 
from the cause, it continues to be so even after 
creation. 


aWKW^IIHfrl , JT, q fffcRU i 

^Fwmr i r < * ii 

On account of its being described as 
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noiv-oxistent if not ^<1 if it be said if no 
by another characteristic from the latter 

part of the text. 

17. If it be said that on account of 
;(the effect) being described as non-existent 
(before creation) (the conclusion of the 
previous Sutra is) not (true), (we say) not 
so, (it being described) by another charac- 
teristic (as is seen) from the latter part of 
the text. 

“Non-existent indeed this was in the begin- 
ning” (Chli. 3. 19. 1). The word “non-existent” 
tjoes not mean absolute non-existence, but that the 
world did not exist in a differentiated condition. 
It was undifferentiated — had not yet developed 
name and form — in which sense the word “non- 
existence” is also ii*od in common parlance. It 
was in a fine condition, and after creation it 
became gross, developing name and form. This 
sense is shown by the immediately succeeding 
port] on of the text, “it became existent, it grew.” 
Hence the conclusion of the last Sutra is all right. 

gvp : n r <c n 

From reasoning from another Sruti 

text ^ and. 

18. From reasoning and another Sruti 
rtext (this relation between cause and effect 
is established). 
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From reasoning also we find that the effect is 
non-different from the cause and exists before' its 
origination. Otherwise everything could have 
been produced from anything. Particular causes 
producing particular effects only shows this rela- 
tionship between cause and effect. Before crea- 
tion the effect exists in the cause as unmanifest. 
Ot lie? wise something new being created, anything 
could have been created from all things. The fact 
is, it gets manifested on ci'eation, that is all. 
That which is absolutely non-existent like the 
horn* of a hare can never come into existence. So 
the cause cannot produce altogether a new thing 
which was not existing in it already. Moreover, 
that the effect exists even before creation we find 
from such Sruti texts as “In the beginning, my 
dear, this was only existence, one without a 
second” (Ohh. 0. 2. 1). 

|| n II 

Like cloth and. 

19. And like a piece of cloth. 

Fven as is cloth folded and spread out, so is 
the world before and after creation. In the folded 
state one cannot make out whether it is a cloth 
or anything else, which is clearly discernible when 
it is spread out. In the state of Pralaya (disso- 
lution), i.e. before creation, the world exists in a 
fine potential state in Brahman and after creation 
takes the gross form. 
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*wt ^ 5TRrrf% ii ii 

5WJ As ^ and in the case of Pr&nas. 

20. And as in the case of the different 
Pranas. 

When the five different Pranas (vital forces) 
are controlled by Pranayaina, they merge and 
exist as the chief Prana (which regulates respira- 
tion) merely maintaining life. From this we find 
that the effects, the various Pranas are not differ- 
ent from their cause, the chief Prana. So also 
with all effects; they are not different from their 
cause. Therefore it is established that the effect, 
the world, is identical with its cause, Brahman. 
Hence by knowing It everything is known. 


Topic 7: Refutation of the objection that if 
Brahman were the cause of the world , then It and 
the Jiva being really one , Brahman would \ be 
responsible for creating evil . 
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^cR-sqq^ncj^ On account of the other being stated 
(as non-different from Brahman) 
defects of not doing what is beneficial and the like 
would arise. 


21. On account of the other (the in- 
dividual soul) being stated (as non-different 
from Brahman) there would arise (in 
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Brahman) the defects of not doing what is 
beneficial and the like. 

In the previous topic the oneness of the world 
with its cause, Brahman, has been established. 
But the Sutra also states the identity of the indi- 
vidual soul and Brahman, and if Brahman at the 
same time were the cause of the world, It would 
be open to the charge of not doing what is good 
for Itself. Being omniscient, It would not have 
ordained anything which would do the individual 
soul harm, or abstained from doing that which 
would be beneficial to it; for nobody is seen to do 
so with respect to oneself. Bather It would have 
created a world where everything would have 
beeii pleasant for the individual soul, without the 
least trace of misery. Since that is not a fact, 
Brahman is not the cause of the world, as 
Vedanta holds. 

arfW 3, n rr n 

Something more g but account 

of the statement of difference. 

22. But on account of the statement 
(in the Srutis) of difference (between the 
individual soul and Brahman) (Brahman 
the Creator is) something more (than the 
individual soul). 

‘But’ refutes fhe objection of the last Sutra. 

The Creator of the world is omniscient and 
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‘omnipotent. As such He knows the unreality of 
the Jivahood and the world, and also His own 
non-attachment to them, being a mere witness. 
He has neither good nor evil. So his creating a 
world of good and evil is not objectionable. For 
the individual soul, however, there is good and 
evil so long as it is in ignorance. The Srutis 
clearly point out the difference between the in- 
dividual soul and the Creator in texts like “The 
Atman is to be realized” etc. (Brill. 2. 4. o). All 
these differences, hoivever, are based on imaginary 
distinctions due to ignorance. It is only when 
Knowledge dawns that the individual soul realizes 
its identity with Brahman. Then all plurality 
vanishes, and there is neither the individual soul 
nor the Creator. Thus the individual soul not 
being the creator of the world, the objection raised 
does not hold good. 

cT^qvfrf: n V* ii 

Liko st.inos etc. ^ and cK^anfri: its 

untcnability. 

23. And because the case is similar to 
that of stones (produced from the same 
-earth) etc., the objection is untenable. 

An objection may be raised that Brahman, 
which is knowledge. Bliss, and unchangeable, 
cannot be the cause of a world of diversity, of 
good and evil. This Sutra refutes that. The 
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objection is untenable, lor we see that from the 
same material, earth, stones of different values 
like the precious jewels as also useless stones are 
produced. So also from Brahman, which is Bliss, 
a world of good and evil can be created. 

Topic (S' ; Brahman though destitute of material 
and instruments is get the ('a use of the world. 

^rer , ii n 

Because collection of accessories is 
seen «T not 5% if it be said ^ no like milk 

I? since, 

24. If it be said (that Brahman with- 
out extraneous aids) cannot (be the cause of 
the world) because (an agent) is seen to col- 
lect materials (for anv construction), (we 
say) no, since (it is) like milk (turning into 
curds). 

A fresh objection is raised against Brahman 
being the cause of the world. There is nothing 
extraneous to Brahman to help in the work of 
creation, for there is nothing besides Brahman. 
Brahman is one without a second and so free from 
all differentiations internal or external. It is 
ordinarily seen that one who creates something, 
the potter, for example, uses extraneous aids like 
the wheel, clay, etc. But Brahman, being one- 
without a second, has not these accessories and so 
is not the Creator. The Sutra refutes this objection 
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by showing* that such a thing; is possible even 
as tnilk turns into curds without the help of any 
extraneous thing. If it be urged that even in this 
case heat or some such thing starts curdling, we 
say it only accelerates the process, but the curd- 
ling takes place through the inherent capacity of 
the milk. One cannot turn water into curds by 
the application of heat ! But Brahman being in- 
finite, no such aid is necessary for It to produce 
this world. That It is of infinite power is testified 
by such Srutis as the following: “There is no 
effect and no instrument known of Him, no one is^ 
seen like unto Him or better. His high power is 
revealed as manifold and inherent, acting as force* 
and knowledge/ ’ (Svet. (>. 8). 

. ^nf^fq it i 

Like gods and ethers even in the 

world. 

25. (The case of Brahman creating 
the world is) even like the gods and other 
beings in the world. 

It may be objected that the example of milk 
turning into curds is not in point, since it is an 
inanimate substance. One never sees a conscious 
being, a potter, for instance, turning out things 
without the help of external aids. 

This Sutra refutes that objection by giving an 
example of creation by a conscious agent without 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


12.1.26 


m) 

any extraneous help. Even as gods, in the sacred 
books, are seen to create without extraneous means 
simply through their inherent power, so also the 
Lord through His infinite power of Maya is able 
to eieate this world of diversity. The examples 
cited above show that it is not necessary that 
creation be limited by the conditions observed in 
the creation of pots. They are not universal. 

Topic !) : Brahmati though without parts is yet 
the material, cause of the world. 

m || || 

Possibility «of the entire (Brahman 
being modified) violation of the 

scriptural statement that Brahman is without parts 
3T or. 

26 . (Brahman’s being the cause of the 
world involves) either the possibility of the 
entire (Brahman being modified) or the 
violation of the scriptural statement that 
Brahman is without parts. 

If Brahman is without parts and yet the 
material cause of the world, then we have to 
admit that the entire Brahman becomes changed 
into this multiform world. So there will be no 
Brahman left, but only the effect, the world. 
Mo reover, it would coutradict the scriptural text 
that. Brahman is immutable. IF on the other hand 



2.1.27 ] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


191 


it is said that the whole of It does not undergo 
modification, but only a part, then we shall have 
to accept that Brahman is made up of parts, which 
is denied by scriptural texts. In either case it 
leads to a dilemma, and so Brahman cannot be the 
cause of the world. 

On account of scriptural texts § but 
on account of being based on the scripture. 

27. But (it cannot be like that) on 
account of scriptural texts (supporting both 
the apparently contradictory views) and on 
account of (Brahman) being based on the 
scripture only. 

‘But’ refutes the view of the former Sutra. 

The entire Brahman does not undergo change, 
though the scriptures say that the world originates 
from Brahman. Witness such texts as, “One foot 
(quarter) of Him is all beings, and three feet are 
what is immortal in heaven’’ (Chh. 3. 12. 6). And 
as in matters supersensuous the Srutis alone are 
authority, we have to accept that both these oppo- 
site views are true, though it does not stand to 
reason. The thing is, the change in Brahman is 
only apparent and not real. Hence both the views 
expressed by the Sruti are true. It is on this basis 
that the apparently contradictory texts become- 
reconciled and not otherwise. 
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4* fafasTra ft || Rd || 

In the individual soul ^ and ^4 thus 
^diverse ^ also f? because. 

28. And because in the individual 
soul also (as in the case of magicians etc.) 
diverse (creation exists). Similarly (with 
Brahman). 

This Sutra establishes the view of the former 
by citing* an example. 

In the dream state there appears in the indi- 
vidual self, which is one and indivisible, diversity 
resembling’ the waking state (See Brih. 4. 3. 10), 
and yet the indivisible character of the self is not 
marred by it. We see also magicians, for instance, 
producing a multiple creation without any change 
in themselves. Similarly this diverse creation 
springs from Brahman through Its inscrutable 
power of Maya, though Brahman Itself remains 
unchanged. 

ii n 

On account of the opponent's view 
being subject to these very objections ^ and. 

29. And on account of the opponent’s 
own view being subject to these very objec- 
tions. 

If the Pradhana is taken to be the First 
Cause, as the opponents of the Vedantic view (the 
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Sankhyas) hold, in that case also, as the Pradhana 
too is without parts, the Sankhyan view will be 
equally subject to the objections raised against 
Brahman as the First Cause. The Vedanta view- 
point has, however, answered all these objections, 
while the Sankhyas and Vaiseshikas cannot answer 
them, the changes being* real according to them. 

Topic 10; Brahman’s power of Maya 
established . 

«srf*hrr ^ ii ii 

ddfadl Endowed with all =3 and cRT-^Mid because 
it is seen. 

30. And (Brahman is) endowed with 
all (powers), because it is seen (from the 
scriptures). 

Generally we see that men endowed with a 
physical body possess such powers. But since 
Brahman has no body, it is not likely that It can 
possess such powers — so says the opponent. 

This Sutra gives proof of Brahman’s being 
'endowed with Maya Sakti, the power of Nescience. 
Various scriptural texts declare that Brahman pos- 
sesses all powers. “The great Lord is the May in 
'(the ruler of Maya)” (Svet. 4. 10). See also Chh. 
3. 14. 4 and 8. 7. 1. 

$3 , *1$^ || ^ II 

Because devoid of organs not 5% if 
it be said cT?T that been explained. 
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31. If it be said that because (Brah- 
man) is devoid of organs (it is) not (able to 
create, though endowed with powers), (we 
say) this has (already) been explained. 

As Brahman is devoid of organs, It cannot 
create. Moreover, It is described as “Not this, not 
this,*' which precludes all attributes; so how can 
It possess any powers? This Sutra replies that it 
has already been explained in 2. 1. 4. and 2. 1. 25 
that with respect to Brahman the scripture alone is 
authority and not reason. The scripture declares 
that Brahman, although devoid of organs, possesses 
all capacities. “Grasping without hands, moving 
Rwiftly without feet” etc. (Svet. 3. 19). Though 
Brahman is without attributes, vet on account of 
Maya or Nescience It can be taken to possess all 
powers. 

Topic 11: Brahman' s creation has no mol ire 
behind except a sportive impulse. 

|| 3* || 

•T Not on account of having motive. 

32. (Brahman is) not (the creator of 
the world) on account of (every activity) 
having a motive. 

Granting that Brahman possesses all powers 
for creation, a further objection is raised against 
Its being the cause. Nobody engages himself in 
anything without a motive or purpose. Everything 
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is undertaken by people to satisfy some desire. But 
Brahman is self-sufficient, therefore It has nothin# 
to gain by the creation; hence we cannot expect It 
to eugage Itself in such a useless creation. There- 
fore Brahman cannot be the cause of the world. 

#<j5T&(r!4J^ || || 

As is seen in the world g but cSIffthtrifo? 
mere pastime. 

33. But (Brahman’s creative activity) 
is mere pastime, as is seen in the world. 

Even as kings without any motive behind are 
seen to engage in acts for mere pastime, or even as 
men breathe without a purpose, for it is their very 
nature, or even as children play out of mere fun, 
so also Brahman without any purpose engages Itself 
in creating this world of diversity. This answers 
the objection raised in the previous Sutra against 
Brahman’s being the cause of the world. 

Topic 12: Partiality and cruelty cannot be 
attributed to Brahman. 

d*TT fk. U II 

Partiality and cruelty ST not on 

account of Its taking into consideration (other 
reasons) <iWI so % because declares. 

34. Partiality and cruelty cannot (be 
attributed to Brahman) on account of Its 


it. s. — 13 
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taking into consideration (other reasons in 
that matter), because (the scripture) declares 
(it to be) so. 

Some are created poor, some rich; hence the 
Lord is partial to some. He is cruel, inasmuch as 
He makes people suffer. To such an objection this 
Sutra replies that the Lord cannot be accused of 
partiality and cruelty, because He dispenses ac- 
cording to the merit and demerit of the individual 
soul. The scripture declares to that effect, “A man 
becomes good by good work, bad by bad work” 
(Birh. 3. 2. 13). But this does not contradict the 
independence of the Lord, even as the king’s status 
is not compromised by his giving presents to his 
servants according to their action. Just as rain, 
helps different seeds to sprout, each according to its 
nature, so God is the general efficient cause in 
bringing the latent tendencies of each individual 
to fruition. Hence he is neither partial nor cruel. 


* 



9 ii v* n 


Not WffTORRT for want of distinction in work 
’^if it be said «f no because of (the 

world) being without a beginning. 

35. If it be said (that is) not (possible) 
for want of any distinction in work (before 
creation), (we say) no, because of (the world) 
being without a beginning. 

Since before the first creation the individual 
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soul cannot possibly lmvc had a previous exist- 
ence, whence comes the difference in the condition 
of beings in that hist creation, unless the Lord 
has caused it out of His partiality? This objec- 
tion is answered by the Sutra, which says that 
creation is without a beginning and the question 
of first creation cannot arise. It is like a seed 
and its sprout. So the individual souls have 
always had a previous existence and done good or 
bad deeds in accordance with which their lot in a 
subsequent creation is ordained by the Lord. 

^ 1135 ll 

Is reasonable ^ and 3ffq and is 

seen ^ also. 

36. And (that the world is without a 
beginning) is reasonable and is also seen 
(from the scriptures). 

Season tells us that creation must be without 
a beginning. For if the world did not exist in a 
potential state in die form of Samskaras (impres- 
sions), then an absolutely non-existing thing 
would be produced at creation. In that ease even 
liberated souls might lie reborn. Moreover 
people would be enjoying or suffering without 
having done anvthiug to deserve it — an instance 
of an effect without a cause, which is absurd. It 
cannot be attiibuted to primeval ignorance, which, 
being one, requires the diversity of individual 
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pas( work to produce varied results. Tlie 
scriptures also posit tlie existence of the world in 
former cycles in texts like “The Lord devised the 
sun and moon as before” (Rig- Veda 10. 190. 3). 

So partiality and cruelty cannot be imputed 
to the Lord. 

Topic 1.1: Brahman endowed with all attributes 
necessary for creation. 

n w 

5 From the possibility of all attri- 
butes and. 

37. And because all attributes (re- 
quired for the creation of the world) are 
possible (only in Brahman, It is the cause of 
the world). 

This Sutra answers the objection that because 
Brahman is attributeless It cannot be the material 
cause of the world. 

Objection: Material cause is that which 
undergoes modification as the effect. Such a 
cause is generally seen to possess attributes in the 
world. Therefore an attributeless Brahman can- 
not be the material cause of the world, as it goes 
counter to our everyday experience. 

Answer: Though the material cause under-, 
goes change to produce the effect, yet this can 
take place in two ways. An actual modification, 
as when milk (urns into curds,, or an apparent 
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modification due to ignorance, as when a rope is 
taken for a snake. Therefore though in the attri- 
huteJess Brahman an actual change is impossible, 
yet an apparent modification is possible owing to 
Its power of Maya. Because of this power all the 
attributes required in the cause for such a creation 
.are possible only in Brahman. Therefore 
Brahman is the material cause of this world, not 
through actual modification, but through apparent 
modification, and It is also the efficient cause of 
the world. Therefore the fact that Brahman is 
the cause of the world is established. „ 



CHAFTULl 11 


SlXTiON 11 


Til the last section all arguments against 
brahman being the First Cause have been 
answered. Tn this section all the doctrines of the 
other schools are taken up for refutation through 
reasoning alone without reference to the authority- 
of the Vedas 

In the last Sutra it has been shown that 
Brahman possesses all the attributes, though 
through Maya, for equipping It to be the First 
Cause of the universe. "Now the question is taken 
up whether the Sankliyan Pradhana can satisfy alt 
tb ose conditions. 

Tofiic 7: Refutation of the Sdnkhi/an theory of 
the V rat! h ana <7* the First Can sc. 

^ng^qrr^r ^ngrrRq 11 r < n 

• Because of the impossibility of design 
^ and *T not 3fg*TR^that which is inferred. 

1. And that which is inferred (viz., 
the Pradhana of the Sankhyas can) not (be 
the First Pause) because (in that case it is) 
not possible (to account for the) design? 
(found in the creation). 



2.2.3J 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


201 


In the preceding portion the Sankhyan 
doctrine has been refuted here and there on scrip- 
tural authority. Sutras 1-10 refute it through 
reasoning independent of the Yedanta texts. 

The inert Pradhana does not possess the 
intelligence that is required for creating such a 
diverse and well-designed world as this, and so it 
cannot be the First Cause. 

STxTST II R II 

5|^s Of a tendency ^ and. 

2. And on account of (the impossibility 
of such) a tendency (to create). 

Even granting* that such a creation is pos- 
sible for the Pradhana, still there are other 
objections. 

Inert Pradhana cannot again be credited with 
the desire or tendency to create. Clay by itself is 
never seen to create a pot without the agency of 
an intelligent being. So the inert Pradhana can- 
not be the cause, for in that case the activity 
necessary for the production of the world would 
be impossible There must be some ruling intelli- 
gence for that purpose. 

II 3 II 

WtSisp^Like milk and water %^if it be said 
there even. 

3. If it be said (that the Pradh&na 
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spontaneously undergoes modification) like 
(the flowing of) milk and water, (we say 
that) even there (it is due to intelligence). 

The Sankhyas try to get over the difficulty by 
saying that even as water flows in rivers sponta- 
neously or milk from the udder to the calf, so also 
the inert Pradhana may become active of its own 
accord and undergo modification into intellect, 
Ahankara, etc. without the agency of any intelli- 
gence. The latter part of the Sutra refutes this 
and says that even the flowing of water and milk 
is directed by the Supreme Lord. The scriptures 
also say: “Under the mighty rule of this Im- 
mutable, O da^gi, some rivers flow to the east” 
etc. (Brill. 3 . 8. 9); “He who inhabits water, but 
is within it, . . . who controls water from within* ’ 
(Brih. 3 . 7. 4). The Lord is behind everything 
directing the material world. 

ii n 

There being no extraneous agency 
besides it ^ and because it is not 

dependent. 

4. And because (the Pradhana) is not 
dependent (on anything), there being no 
extraneous agency besides it, (its activity 
and non-activity cannot be explained). 

The Pradhana of the Sankhyas being inert, it 
cannot of itself start to be active, or when once set 
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in motion, cease to be active of itself. So in the 
absence of an intelligent guiding principle it is 
impossible for the Sankhyas to explain creation 
and dissolution at the beginning and end of a 
cycle, which they admit. The only other prin- 
ciple besides the Pradhana that they admit is the 
Purusha or soul, but according to them it is not 
an agent, for it is indifferent. All other principles 
which they admit including even Karina are but 
products of the Pradhana and as such cannot have 
any determining effect on it. Hence their position 
launches them into a contradiction. 

II Ml 

Elsewhere 3?*Trar^ because of its absence ^ 
and not tj^lfisi^cveri as grass etc. 

5. And (it can) not (be said that the 
Pradhana undergoes modification sponta- 
neously) even as grass etc. (turn into 
milk) ; because of its absence elsewhere (than 
in the female mammals). 

Nor is the spontaneous modification of the 
Pradhana possible. If you cite grass as an 
instance, we say it is not changed into milk 
spontaneously but only when eaten by female 
mammals. Otherwise it would be converted into 
milk independently of them. Since the analogy 
itself does not stand, we cannot accept the 
Pradhana’s undergoing modification of itself. 
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arvwriTsf-^mvn^nrr. n e n 

WgTO^AcceptinK 3jfg even because of 

the absence of any purpose. 

6. Even accepting (the Sankhyan posi- 
tion with regard to the spontaneous modifi- 
cation of the Pradhana, it cannot be the 
First Cause) because of the absence of any 
purpose. 

Granting the spontaneity of the Pradhana, it 
will lead to a contradiction in their philosophy. 
If the Pradhana is active spontaneously, then this 
activity cannot have any purpose, which would 
contradict the Sankhyan view that the modifica- 
tion of the Pradhana is for the experience and 
Liberation of the soul. Moreover, the soul being* 
perfect, it is already free and nothing* can be 
added to or taken away from it. Hence the Pra- 
dhana cannot be the First Cause. 

, ^«TTfq- ii » n 

Kven as a person or a magnet 
if it be said oven then. 

7. If it be said (that the Purusha can 
direct the Pradhana) even as a (crippled) 
person (can direct a blind man), or a magnet 
(the iron filings), even then (the difficulty 
cannot be snrmounted). 

The Saiikhyus hold that though the Purusha 
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is itself inactive yel it can direct the Pradhana ;; 
the Sutra refutes it. According to the Sankhyas,. 
the Pradhana is independent, and so it is not in 
keeping with this to say that it depends on tile- 
nearness of the Purusha for its activity, even a» 
the iron tilings depend on the magnet for their 
motion. Moreover, the Purusha being always 
near the Pradhana, there would be permanency of 
creation. Again, the case of the lame and the- 
blind is not an apt example, for the lame man 
can give directions to the blind one and direct 
him; but since the Purusha is altogether indiffer- 
ent according to the Sankhyas, it cannot do that 
with respect to the Pradhana. In Vedanta., 
though Brahman is indifferent, yet through Maya 
It is endowed with attributes and activity; so Tt 
becomes the Creator. Again the Purusha and the* 
Pradhana are altogether separate and indepen- 
dent ; the one is intelligent and indifferent, the 
other inert and independent. Now if these two are 
to be connected, a third principle will be required, 
and since no such principle is recognized in the 
Sankhva philosophy, their connection is impos- 
sible. 



£T II £ II 


• Owing to the impossibility of the 
relation of principal (and subordinate) ^and. 

8. And because the relation of 
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principal (and subordinate) is impossible 
(among the gunas, the Pradhana cannot be 
active). 

The Pradhana, according to the Sankhyas, 
consists of the three Gunas (constituents), Sattva, 
liujus, and Tamas, which are independent of each 
othei and in a state of equilibrium before creation. 
Creation begins when this equilibrium is upset 
and one Guna becomes more predominant than 
Ihe other two. Equilibrium cannot be upset 
without any external force, nor can the Gunas, 
which are absolutely independent in the state of 
Pradhana, take of themselves a subsidiary posi- 
tion to another Guna without losing their inde- 
pendence. Hence creation would be impossible. 

^ n « |, 

Otherwise ajjjfiR?} if it be inferred ^ even 
owing to the absence of the power of 

intelligence. 

9. Even if it be inferred otherwise, 
owing to the absence of the power of intelli- 
gence (the other objections to the Pradh&na 
being the First Cause remain). 

If it be inferred from the effects that the 
cause, (lie Pradhana, consists of Gunas which are 
not absolutely independent, but contain some 
characteristics inherent in them, like unstability, 
owing to which they themselves enter into a state 
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of inequality even while they are in a state of 
equilibrium, then also because of the want of 
intelligence the objections founded on design in 
the world and tli^t it would lead to continuous 
creation, stand against accepting the Pradhana as* 
the First Cause. Vide Sutras 1 and 4. 

it r <« n 

Because of contradictions ^ also 

inconsistent. 

10. Also because of contradictions (the 
Sankhyan theory) is inconsistent. 

There are various contradictions in the San- 
khya philosophy, as, for example, sometimes the 
senses are said to be eleven and again they are 
said to be seven, again the Tanmatras are said to 
be produced from Mahat in one place and in 
another place from Ahankara (Ego), and so on. 
Its differences with 8ruti and Smriti are well- 
known. Hence the doctrine of the Pradhana of 
the Sankhyas cannot be accepted. 

Topic 2: Refutation of the objection from 
the Yaiseshika standpoint against Brahman 
being the First Cause . 

Even as the great and long m or 
from the short and the infinitesimal. 

11. (The world may originate from 
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Brahman) even as the great and long (triad 
etc.) originate from the short (and the 
minute dyad) or (this kind of dyad) from the 
infinitesimal (atom). 

The Sankhyas having 1 been refuted the Vaise- 
shiku philosophy is taken up in sutras 11-17 and 
refuted. First, the plausible objection against 
Brahman being the First Cause is answered from 
the standpoint of the Yaiseshikas in Sutra 11. 
According to them the qualities of the cause pro- 
duce similar qualities in the effects, even as the 
whiteness of the threads produce that of the cloth 
woven out of them. So if the world is created 
from Brahman, the quality of intelligence should 
abide in -the world also; but as a matter of fact it 
does not. So Brahman cannot be the cause of the 
world. This argument is refuted on the ground 
that the same objection applies to the Yaiseshika 
view of creation also; hence it is no special objec- 
tion against Vedanta. According to them the ulti- 
mate condition of the world is atomic, and all 
things in this world are but aggregates of the 
different kinds of atoms. The atoms are eternal 
and the ultimate cause of the world. In the state 
of dissolution the world exists in the atomic state. 
At the time ot creation the atoms of air are set in 
motion by Adrishta, the unseen principle, and 
two atoms combine to form a dyad. Again, three 
dyads combine to form a triad and four dyads 
form a tetrad, and in tliis way gross air is created. 
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Similarly, the other elements are created from 
their respective atoms and dyads. An atom, 
according to this philosophy, is infinitesimal, a 
dyad is minute and short, and compounds from 
the triad upwards are great and long. Now, if 
two atoms which are spherical, produce a dyad 
which is minute and short, but in which the 
sphericity of the atom is not reproduced, or if 
four dyads, which are short and minute, produce 
a tetrad, which is great and long, but the minute- 
ness and shortness of the dyad are not handed 
down, it is clear that all the qualities of the cause 
are not reproduced in the effect. So there can be 
no objection to an intelligent Brahman being thf? 
cause of the world, which is not intelligent 
Brahman, which is Knowledge and Bliss, can pro 
duct* a world which is inert and full of misery. 

Topic .7: liefutation of the atomic theory 
of the Vaiseshihas. 

Having answered the object! *m against the 
Yedantie view, the author of the Sutras now pro- 
ceeds to refute the Vaiseshilca philosophy. 

wrnift * n \\ n 

In either case H is not W activity SRI* 
therefore negation of that. 

12. In either case (viz., the Adrishta, 
the unseen principle, inhering either in the 
atoms or in the soul) the activity (of the 
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atoms) is not (possible); therefore the nega- 
tion of that (viz. of creation through the 
combination of atoms). 

If the world is created by the combination of 
atoms, the question is, what causes this combina- 
tion? If it is a seen cause, it is not possible before 
the creation of the body. A seen cause can either 
be an endeavour, or an impact, or the like. Unless, 
there is the connection of the soul with the mind, 
there can be no endeavour on the part of the soul, 
according to the Yaiseshika assumption. And 
since belore creation there is no body and there- 
fore no mind, endeavour cannot take place. 
Similarly with impact etc. If the cause is 
Adrishfa (the unseen principle), does it inhere in 
the soul or in the atoms? In either case, it cannot 
be the cause of the first motion of the atoms; for 
this Adrishta is non-intelligent and so cannot act 
by itself. Ff it is inherent in the soul, the soul 
being then inert, there is no intelligence to guide 
this Adrishta. If it is inherent in the atoms, it 
being always present, a state of dissolution would 
be impossible, for the atoms will be always active. 
Again, the soul is without parts like the atoms, 
and so there is no possibility of any connection 
between the soul and the atoms. Consequently, 
if the Adrishta inheres in the soul, it cannot 
influence the motion of the atoms not connected 
with the soul. So in all cases original activity in 
the atoms is not possible, and in the absence of 
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that there can be no combination of atoms, as the 
Vaipo3hilcp.fi say. Consequently, the theory that 
the world is created by the combination of atoms 
is untenable. 

n n 

^il^-BIvgqiTJ^Sainavaya being admitted ^ also 
equality of reasoning regressus in 

infinitum would result. 

13. (The Vaiseshika theory is unten- 
able) also (because it involves) a regressus in 
infinitum on similar reasoning, since it ac- 
cepts Samavaya. 

Samavaya or inseparable inherence is one of 
the seven categories of the Vaiseshikas. They say 
it is this that connects the dyad with its consti- 
tuent^ the two atoms, since the dyad and the 
atoms are of different qualities. In that case 
Samavaya (inherence) itself also being* different 
from these dyads and atoms, which it conned s, 
another Samavaya will be required to connect it 
with these, and that in its turn will require 
another Samavaya to connect it with the first 
Samavaya and so on without an end. Hence the 
argument would be defective, and consequently 
the atomic doctrine, which admits Samavaya for 
combination, is inadmissible. 

^ WTTrT II W II 

Parmancntly ^ and because exist- 

ing. 


B.s. — 14 
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14. And because of the permanent 
existence (of the tendency to act or otherwise 
of the atoms, the atomic theory is inadmissi- 
ble). 

The atomic theory involves another difficulty. 
If the atoms are by nature active, then creation 
would be permanent, for dissolution would mean 
a change in the nature of the atoms, which, is 
impossible. If on the other hand, they are by 
nature inactive, ihen dissolution would be perma- 
nent, and there will be no creation for the same 
reason. Their nature cannot be both activity and 
inactivity, they being contradictory. If they are 
neither, their activity and inactivity would 
•depend on an efficient cause, like Adrishta, which 
being always connected with the atoms, they will 
always be active, and creation would be perma- 
nent. If on the other hand, there is no efficient 
cause, there will be no activity of the atoms and 
hence no creation. Consequently the atomic 
dheoiy is again inadmissible. 

wf^rw ftwrr, n n 

On account of possessing colour etc. 
^ and PftW the opposite I'll cl. because it is seen. 

15. And on account of (the atoms) 
possessing colour etc., the opposite (of what 
the Vaiseshikas hold would be true), because 
it is seen. 
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The atoms are said to have colour etc., for 
otherwise the effects will not possess these quali- 
ties, since it is the qualities of the cause that are 
ion ml in the effects. In that case the atoms would 
cease to be atomic and permanent. For whatever 
possesses colour etc. is found to be gross, not 
minute, and impermanent as compared with its 
cause. So tin* atom* also, which have colour etc., 
must be gross and impermanent, and this contra- 
dicts the Yaiseshikn tenet that they are minute 
and permanent. So the atoms cannot be the ulti- 
mate cause of the wor Id. 

iwi ^ ii r <5 ii 

3*mr l ii cither case* and because of 

defects. 

16. And because of defects in either 
case (the atomic theory is untenable). 

Tile foui gro.v* elements earth, water, fire, ami 
•air are produced from a buns. Now these elements 
are different as regards qualities. Earth, for 
example, has llie qualities of touch, taste, smell, 
and colour, while water has only three of these, 
lire only two, and air one. If we suppose that 
their respective atoms also possess the same num- 
ber of qualities as they, then while an atom of air 
has one quality, an atom of earth will have four 
qualifies. Possessing four qualities it will be 
•bigger in >vm\ for wur experience says that an 
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increase of qualities cannot take place without an 
increase of size, and consequently it would cease to 
he atomic. If, on the other hand, we take them 
all t*» possess the same number of qualities, 'then 
then* cannot bo any difference in the qualities of 
the products, the elements, according to the prin- 
ciple that the qualities of the cause are reproduced 
in its effects. In either case, the Yaisesliika doc- 
trine is defective and therefore inadmissible. 

II ^ || 

Because it is not accepted ^ and StW'dH; 
completely aW^II to be rejected'. 

17. And because (the atomic theory) 
is not accepted (by any authoritative persons 
like Mann and others) it is to be completely 
rejected. 

Topic 4: Ucfutaium of the Bauddlia Nealists. 

dxurfa: II \c II 

SgSft The aggregate JJVPT-tgl? having for its cause 
the two 3jfq even cRT-3l5nfH: it will not take place. 

18. Even if the (two kinds of) aggre- 
gates proceed from their two causes, there 
would result the non- formation (of the two 
aggregates). 

This Sutra begins the refutation of the 
Bauddlm school. There are three principal schools 
of Buddhism,, viz., the "Realists, who accept the 
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•.reality of both the outside and the inside world, 
v consisting 1 respectively of external things and 
.thought; the Idealists, who maintain that thought 
alone is real; and the Nihilists, who maintain that 
everything is void and unreal. But ail of them 
agree that everything is momentary — nothing lasts 
beyond a moment. 

The Realists among the Bauddhas recognize 
two aggregates, the external material world and 
the internal mental world — both together making 
•up the universe. The external world is made up 
•of the aggregation of atoms. These atoms are of 
four kinds — atoms of earth, which are hard ; 
-atoms of water, which are viscid; atoms of fire, 
which are hot; and atoms of air, which are mobile. 
Of the internal woild, the five Skandhas (groups) 
are rlie cause. They are — Itupu Skandha, com- 
prising the senses and their objects; the Yijnana 
Skandha, comprising the series of self-cognitions 
which give rise to the notion of ‘I’; the Yedana 
.'Skandha, comprising pleasure, pain, etc. ; the 
Samjna Skandha, comprising the cognition of 
things by names, as, lie is a man; and the Sams- 
kara Skandha, comprising attachment and aver- 
sion, Dharma (merit), Adharma (demerit), etc. 
By the aggregation of these Skandhas the internal 
aggregate or the mental world is produced. These 
are the two internal and external aggregates 
referred to in the Sutras. Sutras 18-27 refute the 
•Realists’ view. 
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The question now arises, how are these aggre- 
gatc" formed? Is there an intelligent principle 
behind as the cause, the guide, of the aggrega- 
tion, or does it take place spontaneously? li 
there is an intelligent principle, is it stationary or 
momentary? ff it is stationary, the Buddhistic 
doHrine of momentariness is contradicted. If it 
is momentary, them we cannot say that it comes 
into existence first and then unites the atoms, for 
that would mean that the cause lasts for more than 
one moment. Again, if there is no intelligent 
principle as guide, how can the non-intelligent 
atoms and the Skandhas aggregate in a systematic 
way? Moreover, the activity would be eternal, 
and there would be no destruction or Pralaya. 
For all these reasons the formation of aggregates 
cannot he accounted for, and in their absence 
there cannot exist the stream of mundane exist- 
ence. Consequently, the doctrine of this school of 
Bnuddhas in untenable. 



TTr^TTrl || ^ || 

Because of successive causality 
if it be said «T no because they 

are merely the efficient cause of the origin. 

19. If it be said (that the formation 
of aggregates is possible)* because of the 
successive causality (of Nescience etc. in 
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the Bauddha series), (we say), no, because 
they are merely the efficient cause of the 
origin (of the immediately subsequent thing 
in the series, and not of the aggregation). 

The series is at* follows: Nescience, Samskara 
(attachment, aversion, etc.), Vijnana (self- 
consciousness), name (earth, water, etc.), (‘olour 
(the rudimentary ingredients of the body), abode 
of the six (i.e. the body and the senses), contact, 
experience of pleasure etc., desire, movement, 
merit and demerit, etc. In this series the imme- 
diately preceding item is the cause of the next, 
and so we can explain the mundane existence 
without any combining principle, as demanded in 
the previous Sutra. These constitute an uninter- 
rupted chain of cause and effect, revolving un- 
ceasingly, and this cannot take place without 
aggregates. So aggregates are a reality. 

The Sutra refutes it by saying that though in 
the series the preceding one is the cause of th& 
subsequent one, there is nothing which can be the 
cause of the whole aggregate. That the atoms 
cannot combine of themselves even when they are 
assumed to he permanent and eternal, has been 
shown in refuting the Vaiseshikas. Much more is 
their combination by themselves impossible when 
they are momentary, as the Buddhists hold. 
Again, the individual soul, for whose enjoyment 
etc. this aggregate of body etc. exists, is alsn 
momentary and cannot therefore be an enjoyer; 
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and whose again is Liberation, since the individual 
soul is momentary? So the series, though it 
stands in a relation of successive causality, can- 
not be the cause of the aggregates, and there 
being no permanent enjoyer, there is neither any 
need of these aggregates. So the Bauddka doc- 
trine of moinentariness is untenable. 

The Sutra can also be explained as follows : 
The Bauddhas say, it we hold that the atoms 
stand in a relation of causality 7 then no combin- 
ing principle of the atoms would be necessary; in 
that case they would join of themselves. The 
latter part of the Sutra refutes this saying that 
the causality will explain only the production of 
the atoms of the pot of a subsequent moment by 
the atoms of the pot of a previous moment, but 
will not explain the combination of the atoms 
into an aggregate, which can take place only if 
there is an intelligent agent behind, for otherwise 
the combination of inert and momentary atoms 
cannot be explained. 

■SrTCfant ^ 'T'terctvnrl. H II 

At the time of the production of the 
subsequent thing ^ and because the ante- 

cedi' lit one has ceased to exist. 

20. And because at the time of the 
production of the subsequent thing (even in 
the series of successive causality) the 
antecedent thing has already ceased to exist. 
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(it cannot be the cause of the subsequent 
thing). 

The Sutra now refutes lliat even the succes- 
sive causality spoken of the series Nescience, 
Samskaras, etc. is untenable. Since everything 
is momentary, the antecedent thing- would already 
have ceased to exist at the next moment,, when 
the subsequent thing* is created; so it cannot be 
the cause of the other. The clay that exists at 
the time the pot is created, is alone the cause of 
the pot, and not that which existed before and has 
ceased to exist then, it it be still maintained to 
be the cause, then we have to accept that exist- 
ence comes out of non-existence, which is impos- 
sible. Again the acceptance of the doctrine of 
momentariness would go against the principle 
that the effect is the cause in a new' form. This 
principle shows that the cause exists in the effect, 
which means that it is not momentary. Again on 
account of the momenta ri ness of things ‘origina- 
tion and ‘destruction’ will be synonymous, for if 
we say there is difference between the two, then 
we shall be forced to say that the thing lasts at 
'least for more than one moment, and consequently 
we shall have to abandon the doctrine of 
anomentariness. 

II R r < II 

If non-existence (of cause) be assumed 
contradiction of the proposition Spajsfl other- 
wise •fNlTOH simultaneity. 
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21. If non-existence (of cause) be as 
sumed, (the effects being- produced in spite 
of \i) (there will result) contradiction of 
their (Bauddhas’) proposition. Otherwise 
(there would result) simultaneity (of cause 
and effects 

If, to avoid the difficulty shown in the pre- 
vious Sutra, die Bauddhas say that effects are 
produced without a cause, then they would contra- 
dict their own proposition that every effect has a 
cause. Tf on the other hand a cause be assumed, 
then wc have to accept that the cause and effect 
exist simultaneously at the next moment, i.e., 
the cause lasts for more than one moment, as 
already shown in the last Sutra, which would 
falsi I v the doctrine of momentariness. 


Conscious de- 
struction and unconscious destruction would be 
impossible owing to non-interruption. 

22. Conscious and unconscious de- 
struction would be impossible owing to non- 
interruption. 

The Bauddhas maintain that universal des- 
truction is ever going on, and that this destruc- 
tion is of two kinds, conscious and unconscious. 
The former depends upon an act of thougflt, as 
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when a jar is broken by a man witli a stick, 
while the latter is the natural decay of things. 
The Sutra says that either kind of destruction 
would be impossible, for it must refer either to 
the series of momentary existences or to the single 
members of that series. The series is continuous 
and can never be stopped. Why? Because the 
last momentary existence before such destruction 
must be assumed either to produce its effect or 
not to produce it. ff it does, then the series 
would continue and will not. be destroyed. Tf it 
does not produce the effect, the last momentary 
existence ceases to be a fact at all, for according 
to the Bauddhas existence (Satta) means causal 
efficiency. Again the non-existence of the last 
momentary existence would lead backward to the 
non-existence of the previous momentary existence 
and so on of the whole series. 

Again these two kinds of destruction cannot 
be found in the individual members of the series 
also. For owing to the momentary existence of 
each member no conscious destruction of it i< 
possible. Neither can it be unconscious destruc- 
tion, since the individual member is not altogether 
destroyed ; for when a pot is destroyed we find the 
existence of the clay in the sherds. Even in 
those cases where it seems to vanish, as when a 
drop of water disappears on account of heat, we 
can infer that it continues to exist in some other 
form, viz. as steam. 
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■wrem ^ II II 

In either ease ^ and because of objec- 
tions. 

23. And in either case ( i.e . whether 
Nescience with its offshoots meets with con- 
scious or unconscious destruction resulting 
in final release) because of the objections 
(that arise, the Bauddha position is un- 
tenable). 

Nescience, according* to the Bauddlias, is the 
false idea of permanency in things momentary. 
They say that on the destruction of it Moksha or 
Freedom is attained. Now this destruction of 
Nescience must be one of the two kinds referred 
io in the Iasi Sutra. If it is a conscious destruc- 
tion. depending on the effort of the individual — 
Jiis penance and knowledge, then this would go 
counter to the Buddhistic doctrine of momen- 
tariness, according to which Nescience will also be 
momentary and cease to exist after a moment of 
iis own accord. And if we say that the destruc- 
tion of ignorance is spontaneous, then the Bud- 
dhist instruction as to the ‘path’ is useless. So 
in either case the Bauddha position is untenable. 

II ^ II 

3IW>I$I In th<! case of Aklsa (space) xf also 
'there being no difference. 
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24. The case of Akasa also not being- 
different (from the twofold destruction, it 
also cannot be a non-entity). 

According* to the Bauddhas, besides the two- 
fold destruction Akasa or space is a third non- 
entity. It means Ihe absence in general of any 
covering or occupying body. It has been shown 
in Sutras 22-2U that the two kinds of destruction 
are not absolutely devoid of positive characteris- 
tics and so cannot be non-entities. The case of 
Akasa is also similar. dust as earth, air, etc., 
are recognized to be entities in consequence of 
their being the substratum of properties like 
smell etc., similarly Akasa also on account of its 
being the substratum of sound ought to be recog- 
nized as an entity. Earth etc. are experienced 
through their attributes, and the existence of 
Akasa also is experienced through its attribute, 
sound. Consequently it also must be an entity. 

II ^ II 

QJjjpFiih On account of memory ^ and. 

25. And on account of memory (the 
permanency of the experiencer has to be 
recognized). 

A further refutation of the momentariness of 
things is given here. If everything is momen- 
tary, the experiencer or enjoyer of something must 
also be momentary. But that the enjoyer is not 
momentary and abides longer is realized from the 
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iaH thiii people ha vi* the memory of past experi- 
* ores. M emory is possible only in a person who has 
inrv -inusly experieneod it, for what is experienced 
} ) v one man is not remembered by another. So the 
iiuriit of the experience and the remembrance 
bring the same, lie is connected with at least two 
moments — which rotates the doctrine of momen- 
tariness. 

^TTSRT:, 3T£g^TrJ II II 

^ Not from non-existence because 

this is not seen. 

26 . (Existence does) not (result) from 
non-existence, because this is not seen. 

The Jhiuddhas say that from anything that is 
eternal and .non-changing no effects can be pro- 
duced ; for that which does not change cannot give 
rise to effects. So they say that the cause under- 
goes destruction before the effect is produced. 
The seed undergoes destruction, and then the 
sprout comes out. In other words, existence 
springs from non-existence. The Sutra refutes 
this by saying that if it were so, then the assump- 
tion of special causes would be meaningless. Any- 
thing might spring from anything; for non-entity 
is the same in all rases. There is no difference 
between file non-entity of a mango stone and that 
of an apple seed. Consequently we could expect 
an apple tree to come out of a mango stone. It* 
thme are distinctions between non-existences, with 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


2.2.28] 


223 


the result that the nun-existence of a mango stone 
differs from that of an apple seed, and therefore 
they produce certain definite results, then they 
will no longer be non-entities, but something* 
positive. 

fafe n R* u 

Of the effortless ^ even =3 and 
thus filfe attainment of the goal. 

27. And thus (if existence should 
spring from non-existence, there would 
result) the attainment of the goal even by 
the effortless. 

Mere inactivity would result in the fulfilment 
of all ends, for there would no longer be the neces- 
sity of the cause, activity. Even final Freedom 
would result without auy effort. 

Topic 6: lief u,iai ion of the Baud dim Idealists. 

5TRTTT., II R6 II 

*1 Is not amra: non-existence on account, 

of their being experienced. 

28. Non-existence (of things external) 
is not (true), on account of their being ex- 
perienced. 

From this Sutra begins the refutation of the 
Idealists among the Bauddhas, according to whom 
only ideas exist and nothing else. 

According to them the external world is 
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non-existent. Does it mean that the objective worhl 
is absolutely non-existent like the horns of a hare,, 
or does it mean that it is unreal even as the world 
seen in a dream is unreal? The Sutra refutes the 
former view. In that case we could not have 
experienced it. The external world is an object of 
experience through the senses, and cannot there- 
fore he altogether non-existent like the horns of a 
hare The Buddhist may say that he does not 
affirm that he is conscious of no object, but only 
that what is seen in his consciousness alone shines 
as something external. But then the very nature 
of consciousness itself proves the existence of ex- 
ternal things different from consciousness, for men 
are conscious of thing's or objects of perception, 
and nobody is conscious of his perception merely. 
The very fact that the Bauddlias say that the 
internal cognition appears ‘as something external' 
shows that the external world is real. If it were 
not real, the comparison ‘like something* external* 
would be meaningless. No one says that Deva- 
dnthi is like the son of a barren woman. 

* ^JTTf^rl II II 

Owing to the differenee of nature ^ and 
5T is not like dreams etc. 

29. And owing to the difference of 
nature (in consciousness between the wak- 
ing and tile dream state, the experience of 
the waking state) is not like dreams etc. 
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This Sutra refutes the alternative view given 
in the previous Sutra. The Bauddhas may say 
that pereeption of the external world is to be con- 
sidered similar to dreams and the like. In a dream 
there are no external objects; yet the ideas appear 
in a twofold form as subject and object. The 
appearance of an external world is similarly inde- 
pendent of any objective reality. This Sutra 
refutes that view. There is a difference between 
the dream state and the waking state. What is 
seen in a dream is contradicted by waking experi- 
ence, it is unreal. The dream state is a kind <>T 
memory, but the waking state is a real perception; 
so it cannot be rejected as untrue. Moreover, 
what is the proof of the existence of consciousness 
except experience? Tf that is so, why should not 
an object which is experienced be taken also as 
existing? It may be said that even the Vedantins 
acknowledge the unreality of the external world, 
since it is contradicted by the knowledge of 
Brahman, and that this view is based on the Srutis. 
But if the Bauddhas accept the authority of the 
Vedas, then they would be included within th»* 
Vedantic school and no longer remain outside if. 
but as a matter of fact they do not accept the 
Vedas. 

H *rm:, n 30 h 

*t Is not existence he<nus<» (external 

things) arc not experienced. 


b.s. — 15 
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30. The existence (of Samskaras) is 
not (possible according to the Bauddnas), 
because (external things) are not experi- 
enced. 

The Bauddhas say that though external things 
do not exist, yet the actual variety of notions like 
pot, cloth, etc. can be accounted for by the pre- 
ceding Samskaras or mental impressions left by 
pre\ious experience, even as the impressions of the 
waking state give rise to the variety of experience 
in the dream state. This view is not tenable, 
says the Sutra, for mental impressions are impos- 
sible without the perception of external objects. 

• and this the Bauddhas deny. The assumption of 
a beginningless series of mental impressions as 
cause and effect would only lead to a regressus in 
infinihun and not solve the difficulty. 

ii n 

On account of the momentariness ^ and. 

31. And on account of the moment- 
.ariness (of the ego-consciousness it cannot 
be ihe abode of the Samskaras). 

The mental impressions must have an abode. 
Without that thej- cannot exist. But the doctrine 
•of momentariness denies permanency to everything. 
Even the Alayavijnana or ego-consciousness, is 
momentary and cannot be that abode. Unless 
there is a permanent principle connecting the past, 
present, and future, there cannot be remembrance 
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or recognition of an experience originating* at a 
particular time and place. If the Alayavijnana 
is said to be something permanent, then that 
would go counter to the doctrine of momenta riness. 

II ^ II 

gskr In every way •’ being illogical ^ and. 

32. And (ay the Bauddha system is) 
illogical in every way (it cannot be accepted). 

This Sutra can also be interpreted as refuting 
the Nihilists: The translation Avould then be: 
And (as Nihilism) is illogical etc. 

Nihilism ot the lhiuddhas goes counter to 
everything. It goes against the Sruti, the Smriti, 
perception, inference, and every other means oi 
right knowledge and so has to be entirely y disre- 
garded by those who are mindful of their welfare. 

Topic 6; Ht fetation of the J tunas. 

n 33 it 

si Not in oni 1 on account of th<» 

impossibility. 

33. On account of the impossibility (of 
♦contrary attributes) in one and the same 
thing (the Jaina doctrine is) not (true). 

After the refutation of the Bauddhas the 
Jaina doctrine is taken up for discussion and refu- 
tation. The Jainas acknowledge seven categories, 
•which can be mainly divided into hvo groups, the 
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soul and [lit* noti-MRil. Agaiu they predicate 
seven different views as regards the reality of 
everything-. Everything according to them may 
be real, unreal, both real and unreal, different 
from real and unreal, indescribable, and so on. 
Now this view about things cannot be accepted, 
as it is absurd to think of the same thing as en- 
dowed with these contradictory attributes of 
reality, unreality, etc. According to the T a inn 
doctrine we cannot arrive at any certain know- 
ledge, and this world, heaven and even Freedom 
will become doubtful. According to Yedantic view, 
however, tin world is Anirvachaniya, unspeakable, 
and so fit for all relative purposes. 

tl |<v same way and noil- 

universality of the soul. 

34. And in the same way (there would* 
prise) the non-universality of the soul. 

The da i lias say that the soul is of the size of 
the body It so. it would be limited and with 
parts; therefore it cannot be eternal. Another 
difficulty would he that the soul of an ant taking* 
an elephant body as a result of its past work will 
not he able to fill up that body; and conversely, 
the soul of an elephant will not have sufficient 
space in an ant body. The same difficulty arises 
with respect to the different stages like childhood, 
youth, old age, etc. in a single individual. 
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* ^ f^lllfswi: II Va II 

^ Nor 'BTf^ in turn 3Tfi[ even consis- 

tency ('t't>RlR 4a T‘ on account of change etc. 

35. Nor (can) consistency (be gained) 
■oven (if the soul is assumed to take on and 
•discard parts) in turn (to suit different 
■bodies), on account of the change etc. (of 
the soul in that case). 

To get over the difficulty shown in the previ- 
ous Sutra about the soul being of tin* size of the 
body it assumes, if it be regarded as having parts 
•and alternately adding io and taking away from 
them, then another defect, rfc. , the soul under- 
going* modification and consequently being non- 
eternal, would arise If it is non-eternal and ever- 
changing, bondage and Liberation cannot be pre- 
dicated of it. 

|| ^ || 

Because of the permanency (of the 
size) at the cud ^ and there; follows the* 

,|)crinaneney of the two there is no difference. 

36. And because of the permanency 
(of the size of the son!) at the end (i.e. on 
release) there follows the permanency of the 
two (preceding sizes, viz., those at the be- 
ginning and middle), (hence) there is no 
difference (as to the size of the soul at any 
time). 
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The size of the soul at the time of release, the 
Jainns hold, is permanent. Now if this size is 
permanent, it cannoi have been created, for no- 
thing* created is eternal and permanent. Tf it is- 
not created, it must have existed in the beginning 
and middle as well. In other words the size of 
the soul was always the same, be it minute or 
great. Hence the Jainu theory that it varies ac- 
cording* to the size of the body is untenable. 

Tapic 7: Ncfatat ion of the doctrine that God is 
onltf the efficient , no* material , cause of the \rorld. 

q^q:, II 3u \\ 

qcJJ Tin* Lord’s on account of incon- 

sistency. 

37. The Lord’s (being merely the effici- 
ent cause of the world cannot hold good) on 
account of the inconsistency (of that doctrine). 

The Vedanta says that Hie Lord is both the 
elHeient and the material cause of the world. The 
Naiyavikas, Vaiseshikas, Yogins, and Maheshwaras 
say that the laird is the efficient cause only, and the 
material cause is either the atoms according* to tlm 
Naiyavikas and Vaiseshikas, or the Pi a dh an a 
according* to Ihe Yog-ins and others. He is the ruler 
of the Prndliana and the souls, which are different 
from Him. Such a view leads to inconsistency. How? 
Heeause it makes the Lord partial to some and pre- 
judiced against others, for some people are well off 
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in this world, while others are miserable. The 
opponents here may say: How does the Yedantin 
get out of the difficulty? He replies : The Lord is 
impartial, but He directs the individuals according 
to their merit and demerit earned in previous exist- 
ences. (See Sutras 2. 1. 34-35). For the scriptures 
say so, and if you accept scriptural authority in 
this, you will have to accept its statement, “T will 
be many” etc. (Taitt. 2. 6), which shows that the 
Lord is both the efficient and the material cause. 

II II 

: Because relation is not possible 

=5T and. 

38. And because relation (between the 
Lord and the Pradhana or the souls) is not 
possible. 

As the Lord is devoid of parts, and so also the 
Pradhana and the souls, there can be no conjunc- 
tion between the Lord and them, and consequently 
they cannot be ruled by Him. Neither can the 
relation be one of inherence, which subsists between 
entities inseparably eonnected as whole and part, 
substance and attributes, etc. This difficulty does 
not arise in the case of the Yedantins, firstly be- 
cause the relation is inexpressible identity (Tadat- 
mya) and secondly because they depend on the 
Srutis for their authority and so are not expected 
to base their reasoning* entirely on observed facts^ 
as the opponents have to. 
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|| ^ || 

Rulership being impossible ^ and. 

39. And on account of the rulership 
<(of the Lord) being impossible. 

These schools infer the existence of the Lord, 
-•mil say that He directs the Pradhana etc. as the 
potter Joes his clay. But the Pradhana etc. are 
not objects ot peiception like the clay. Hence the 
Lord cannot direct them, for the inference must be 
strictly in accordance with observed facts. 

n , *J, ifonftp*: II II 

As the senses it’ Jit be said *T no 
tfPTlfcwj: because of enjoyment etc. 

40. If it be said (that the Lord rules 
the Pradhana etc.) even as (the Jiva rules) 
the senses (which are also not perceived), 
(we say) no, because of the enjoyment etc. 

Even as the individual soul directs the sense 
organs which are not perceived, so also we can take 
that tile Lord rules the Pradhana etc. — says the 
opponent. The analogy is not proper, for in the 
former case the Jiva is seen to enjoy pleasure, 
suffer pain, etc., from which we infer that it rules 
the organs. If the analogy be true, the Lord also 
would suffer pain and pleasure caused by the Pra- 
dhana etc. 
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Subject to destruction SRra^ETT noir.mmis- 

eience 3F or. 

41. (There would result from their 
♦doctrine the Lord’s) being subject to des- 
truction or (His) non-omniscience. 

According to these schools the Lord is omnis- 
cient and eternal, i.e. not subject to destruction. 

The Lord, the Pradhana, and the souls accord- 
ing* to the Maheshwaras are infinite and separate. 
Now ihe question is, does the omniscient Lord know 
the measure of the Pradhana, soul, and Himself or 
.not? In either case the doctrine of the Lord’s being 
.Urn mere efficient cause of the uni verst*, is untena- 
ble. If the Lord knows their measure, they are all 
limited, and therefore a time will come when they 
will all cease to exist. Again, if He does not know 
them, then He would cease to be omniscient. 

Topic S : Refutation of the JJhdgavata nr 
the Pdnehardtra school. 

n n 

Owing to the impossibility of orig- 
ination. 

42. The origination (of the individual 
soul from the Lord) being impossible (the 
PAncharatra doctrine is untenable). 

The Pancharatra or the Bh Agava ta school is 
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now taken u]> for examination. [t recognizes tlie* 
material and efficient causality of the Lord, but 
pro | mu mis certain other views which are objection- 
able. According to it Vasudeva is the Supreme Lord, 
the material and efiicient cause of the world. By 
worshipping Him. meditating on Him, and know- 
ing Him one attains Liberation. From Vasudeva is- 
born Sankarshana, the diva; from Jiva Pradyumna, 
flu* mind; from mind Aniruddha, the Fgo. These- 
are the fourfold form (Yyuhni of the Lord 1 
Vasudeva. 

Of these, the view that Vasudeva is the Su- 
preme Lord, to be worshipped and so on, the- 
Ycdantin accepts, as it is not against the Sruti. 
But the creation of the Jiva etc. he rejects, as such 
creation is impossible. Why? Because if the sotil 
be created, it would be subject to destruction, and 
so no Liberation can be predicated of it. That 
tin* soul is not created will be shown in Sutriv 

2. 3. IT. 

* ^ ^ : ^rq II II 

^ Nor • from the agent the instrument. 

43. Nor (is it seen that) the instru- 
ment (is produced) from the agent. 

As an instrument, like an axe, is not seen to- 
la* produced Iroin the agent, tlie wood-eutter, the 
Bhagavata doctrine — that from the individual 
soul i-; produced the internal instrument or mind,, 
and from the mind the ego — cannot be accepted,. 
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Neither is there auy scriptural authority for it. 
The scripture plainly says that everything' origi- 
nates from Brahman. 

ftsrraTfonir ffT ffrufim: u w u 

If intelligence etc. exist «H or 
3Tsfgrfcj: no warding off of that. 

44. Or if the (four Vyuhas are said 
to) possess intelligence etc., yet there is no 
warding off of that (viz. the objection raised, 
in Sutra 42). 

The Bhagavatas mny say that all tli (» forms 
tire Vasudeva, the Lord, and flint nil of them 
equally possess knowledge and lordship, strength, 
valour, etc., and are free from faults and imper- 
fections. In this <*asc 1 here will l>e more than one 
Iswara, which is redundant and also goes against 
their own assumption. Kven granting all this, the 
origination of the one from the other is unthinkable. 
Being equal in all respect*, none of them can be the 
cause of anothei, for the effect must have some 
feature that is lacking in the cause. Again the 
forms of Vasudeva cannot be limited to four only, 
as the whole world from Brahma down to a clump 
of grass is a form of the Supreme Being. 

fan ra ii vh n 

Because of contradictions ^ and. 
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45. And because of contradictions 
(the Bhagavata view is untenable). 

Moreover the theory involves many contra- 
dictions. Sometimes it speaks of the four forms as 
qualities of the Atman and sometimes as the Atman 
itself. 



CHAPTER Tl 


Section m 

In the previous section the inconsistency of the 
doctrines of 1 lie various uon-Vedantic schools has. 
been shown and consequently their unreliability 
has been established. A doubt may arise that on 
account of contradiction among’ the Sruti texts, 
the doctrine that upholds Brahman as the First 
Cause may also be of the same class. To clear such a 
doubt by harmonizing the apparent contradictions 
in scriptural texts, the next two sections are begun. 
The arguments of the opponent, who tries to prove 
the self-contradiction of the Sruti texts, are always 
given first, and then follows the refutation. 

Topic 7 : Ether is not eternal but created. 

* fiRri;, II ? II 

•f Not Pwrl .Visits;! (as it is) not so stated by 

the Sruti. 

1. Akasa (is) not (created), (as it is) 
not so stated by the Sruti. 

To start with, the texts dealing with creation 
are taken up. and Akasa (ether) is first dealt with. 
In the Ckkaudogya TJpanisliad, where the order of 
creation is given, the text says, “Tt thought, ‘May 
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.1 lx* many, may 1 glow forth/ It sent forth fire” 
( (i. 3). Hon* there is no mention of Akasa being 

produced by the Sat or Brahman. Hence Akasa has 
no migin, it is eternal. 

3T% § II ’ II 

9)fel There is 9 but. 

2. But there is (a Sruti text which 
states that Akasa is created). 

The opponent in this Sutra anticipates a possi- 
ble objection against his arguments advanced m 
Sutra 1, and explains it away in Sutra 3. The text 
nd erred to here is, “From that Self (Brahman) 
spuing Akasa (ether)'' etc. (Taitt. ‘2. 1). 

jft'JTt, ii \ it 

jtWi Used in a s(*eondary sense 3^fWf^FcT on 
account of tlie impossibility. 

3. (The Sruti text dealing with the 
origin of Akasa) is to be token in a second- 
ary sense, on account of the impossibility 
(of Akasa being created). 

The Taittiriya text referred to in the previous 
Sutra, the opponent, holds, should be taken in a 
secondary sense, as Akasa ennnot be created. It has 
no parts and hence cannot be created. Moreover. 
Akasa is all-pervading, and therefore it can be in- 
.Horrd that it is eternal — without origin. 
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From tli <3 Sruti texts ^ also. 

4. Also from the Sruti texts (we fiiicl 
that Akasa is eternal). 

In the last Sutra Akasa was interred to be eter- 
nal. Here the opponent cites a Sruti text to show 
that it is eternal. The text reieired to is, “(And 
the formless are) Yiiyu and Akasa — these are 
immortal” ("Brill. 2. •*». d). Being immortal or 
•eternal, it cannot Jur e a beginning*. 

II ^ II 

^11^ Is possible ^ and H'fcVf of the same (word 
‘sprang*’) like the word ‘Brahman*. 

5. It is possible that the same word 
(‘sprang’ be used in a primary) and 
(secondary sense) like the word ‘Brahman’* 

The opponent in the Sutra answers a weak 
'point ill his argument, riz. how can the same word 
‘sprang*’ in (he Taittiriya text, “From that Self 
(Brahman) sprang* Akasa; from Akasa sprang* 
Yayu (air), from air sprang fire” etc. (2. 1), be 
used in a secondary sense with respect to Akasa 
and in the primary sense with respect to air, fire, 
etc? He does this by referring to other Sruti lexis, 
where the word ‘Brahman’ is so used. “Try to 
know Brahman by penance, for penance is 
Brahman,” where Brahman is used both in a 
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primary ;i n < l a secondary sense in ill** same text; 
si Iso “Food is Brahman” (Taitt. • >. 2) and “Bliss 
is Brahman” (Taitt. 4. t i ) , where Bra Inna n is used 
in a secondary and primary sense respectively in- 
Iwo complementary texts. 

Rf^irrsgTf^^TfaK^^Vv’r: h s ii 

5lf3W-3n[lSr : N'i)n-iil>:wulomnciit of proposition 

from non-distinction from the 

Srntis. 

(>. The non-abandonment of the prop- 
osition (riz. by the knowledge of one every- 
thing’ else becomes known, can result only'* 
from tlie non-distinction (of the entire world] 
from Brahman). From the Sruti texts (which 
declare the non -difference of the cause and. 
its effects, this proposition is established). 

This Sutra refutes the opponent’s view 
set forth so far, and gives the conclusion. The pro- 
position that from fin* knowledge of one (Brahman)- 
everything* else is known, can he true only if every- 
thing in the world is an effect of Bralnnan. For the- 
Sruti says that the effects arc not different from their 
cause, and consequently the cause being kuown. 
the effects will also be known. If Akasa is not 
created from Brahman, then the proposition in 
question falls through; for after knowing Bralnnan 
Akasa still remains to be known, on account of its 
not being ;t n effect of Brahman. But if it is created. 
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then no such difficulty arises. Hence Akasa is 
created; otherwise the authoritativeness of the 
Vedas would be gone. The Chhandogya text in 
which Akasa is not mentioned is accordingly to be 
interpreted in the light of the Taittiriya text; that 
is, Akasa and Vayu have to be inserted, and the 
text would mean that after creating Akasa and 
Vayu, “It .created fire. ,, 

9 f^TPTf II ^ II 

Fxtending to nil effects whatsoever 
3 but separateness as in the world. 

7. But in all effects whatsoever (there 
is) separateness, as (is seen) in the world. 

The word ‘but’ refutes the idea that Akasa is 
not created. We see in the world that all created 
things are different from each other. A pot is differ- 
ent from a piece of cloth and so on. In other words, 
everything which has a separateness about it is 
created. We cannot conceive of a thing as separate 
from others and yet eternal. Now Akasa is distinct 
form earth etc;., and hence it cannot be eternal, but 
must be a created thing. It may be objected that 
the Atman also is divided frorg ether and so on and 
therefore It too is an effect. But that is not possible, 
for all things are created from the Atman, which is 
their Self, and so not separate from them; therefore 
[t is not an effect. The all-pervasiveness and eternity 
of Akasa are oolv relatively true; it is created and 
is an effect of Brahman. 


B.S. 16 
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Topic 2: Air springs from ether. 

nfcr WrlfasTT sqr^qra: II £ II 

By this MldR^f air is explained. 

8. By this ( i.e . the foregoing explana- 
tion about Akasa) (the fact of) air (also 
being an effect) is explained. 

'Topic •>: Brahman is noi created. 

ii S II 

3TCP3TO* There can be no origin 3 but of the 
Sat (That which is) 5 as it does not stand to 

reason. 

9. But there can be no origin of the 
fcJat (That which is i.e. Brahman), as it does 
not stand to reason. 

The question arises whether Brahman also is 
an effect like Akasa etc. In the Svetasvatara Upa- 
nishad there occurs the text: “Thou art born with 
Thy face turned to all directions” (Svet. 4. 3), 
which clearly states that Brahman is born. This 
view is refuted by the Sutra, which says that Brah- 
man, which is existence itself, cannot be an effect, 
as It can have no cause. “And He has neither par- 
ent nor Lord” (Svet. 6. 9). Neither can non-exis- 
tence be such a cause, for the Sruti si>ys, “How can 
existence come out of non-existence?” (Chh. 6. 2. 
2). Nor is it proper to say that existence is its own 
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cause, for the effect must have some speciality uol 
possessed by the cause. Hraliman is mere existence 
without any distinction. We observe that only par- 
ticulars are produced from the general, as different 
pots are from clay, and not vice versa. Therefore 
Brail man, which is existence in general, cannot be 
the effect of any particular thing. The fact that 
every cause is itself an effect of some antecedent 
thing is repudiated by the Sruti : “That great, 
birthless Self is undecaying" (Brih. 4. 4. 25), for 
it leads to a reijressns m, inji min m . So Brahman 
is not an effect, but i> eternal. 

7 'oftic 4: hire (‘railed front air . 

fT«nirrg: ii n 

%5[: Fire 3Rf: from this cT*TT so (f verily 3H? says. 

10. Fire (is produced) from this (i.c. 
air), so verily says (the* Sruti). 

“From air (is produced) fire” (Taitt. 2. 1.) 
shows that fire springs from air. Again we have. 
“That (Brahman) created fire” (Chh. b.2.4). These 
two texts can be reconciled by interpreting the 
Taittiriya text to mean the order of sequence : 
Brahman, after creating air, created fire. This 
Sutra refutes sueli an ingenious explanation and 
says that fire is produced from Vayu or air. This 
does not contradict the Chhandogya text, for it 
means that a<< air is a product of Brahman, it ffe 
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from Brahman, which has assumed the form of air, 
\ hat fire is produced. The general proposition 
that everything is created from Brahman requires 
that all things should ultimately be traced to that 
cause, and not that they should be the immediate 
effects. Hence there is no contradiction. 


Topic T) : Wider created from fire . 

srra: u U u 

U. Water (is produced from fire). 

1 ‘From tire is produced water ’ 9 (Taitt. 2. 1); 
‘‘That created water” (Chli. 6. 2. 3b These two 
texts leave no doubt that water is created from 
tire. Here also we must understand that from 
Brahman, conditioned as fire, water is produced. 


Topic ft : Ear ih created from water. 

Earth because of the 

subjeet-.natter* colour, and other Sruti texts. 

12. Earth (is meant by the word 
‘Anna') because of the subject-matter,, 
colour, and other Sruti texts. 


“From water earth” (Taitt. 2. 1); “It 
(water) produced Anna (lit. food)” (Chh. 6. 2. 4). 
The two texts are apparently contradictory; for 
in one water is said to produce earth and in ano- 
ther food. The Sutra says that ‘Anna* in the 
Ohhandogya text means not food, but earth. 
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Why? First on account of the subject-matter 
treated in the section. In <4 lt created fire,’* 
and such other texts the Sruti describes the crea- 
tion of the five elements, and so ‘Anna’ should 
refer to an element and not food. Again in a com- 
plementary passage we have, “The black colour 
in fire is the colour of Anna 1 ' (Chh. 6. 4. '1), 
where {he reference to colour clearly indicates 
that the earth is meant by ‘Anna’. Hence 
‘Anna 5 in the passage under discussion means 
earth, and there is no contradiction between the 
Ohhandogya and Taittiriya texts. Other Sruti 
texts like, “That which was there as the froth on 
water was solidified and became this earth 55 (Brib. 
1. 2. 2), clearly show that from water earth is 
produced. 

Topic 7 : Brahman as the creative principle 
residing in the preceding element is the cause of 
the subsequent element in the order of creation. 

irrxfonTRI^ 3 fTforo. w. II II 

Because of His reflecting only 3 
but dfwAAlfl, from His indicatory marks fP He. 

13. But because of His reflecting only 
(are the subsequent elements created from 
the previous element in the order of crea 
tion ; so) He (the Supreme Lord is the 
creator of air etc.). (We know this) from 
His indicatory marks. 
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Brahman is described in the Srutis as the 
civulnr of everythin”. Again we find in them 
texts like “From Akasa is produced air” (Taitt. 
2. 1), which declare that certain elements produce 
certain effects independently. So the opponent 
hohL that there i^ a contradiction, in the Sruti 
fc^ts. Thi> Sutra refutes that objection savin” 
that I he Lord residing within these elements 
produces after reflection certain effects.' Why? 
On account of the indicatory marks. “lie who 
inhabits the earth . . . and who controls the earth 
from within” etc. (Brill. 3. 7. 3) shows that the 
Supremo Lord is the sole ruler, and denies all inde- 
pendence to the elements. Again, “That fire* 
thought. . . . that water thought"' (Llili. (>. 2. 
: >-4 ) shows that after reflection these* elements 
produced the effects. This reflection is impossi- 
ble' for inert elements, and so we are to understand 
that the Lord residing within these elements 
thought, and produced the effects. Therefore the 
elements become causes only through the agency 
of tile Lord, who abides within them. Hence 
there is ho contradiction between tin* two' texts 
cited at the beginning. - ' : ' 

Topic , V ; Reabsorption lakes place in the inrersc 
order 1o that of creation. 

§ swtsrr:, 'sqqsjl ^ n n 

In tilt' reverse order g indeed WP order 
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3?cP from that (the order of creation) ^ and sJMHSkfr 
is reasonable. 

14. (At Pralaya the elements are) 
indeed (withdrawn into Brahman) in the 
reverse order from that (of creation) ; and 
this is reasonable. 

The question is whether at the time of cosmic 
dissolution the elements get withdrawn into 
Brahman in the order of creation, or in the 
reverse order. The Sutra says that it is in the 
reverse order, for the effect goes back to the causal 
state, as ice, for instance, melts into water. Hence 
each thing is withdrawn into its immediate cause 
and so on in the reverse order, till Akasa is reached 
which in turn gets merged in Brahman. 

Topic !) : The 'mention of the ni/nd , intellect /, 
and or {jo ns does not interfere with the order of 
creation and reabsorption , as they are the product* 
of the elements , 

srfinfaT^ II ?MI 

9TScTO In between intellect and mind 

m the order dtwJJf HI owing to indication of that 
|(?l if it be said «T not so aifttl^Rlon account of 
non-difference. 

15. If it be said that in between 
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(Brahman and the elements) the intellect 
and the mind (are mentioned, and there- 
fore that ought to be the order in creation 
and the inverse order in reabsorptoin), 
owing to the indication (in the Sruti texts) 
to that effect (which upsets the order of 
creation of the elements), (we say) not so, on 
account of the non-difference (of the intellect 
and the mind from the elements). 

In the Mundaka ITpanishad occurs the foll- 
owing text, * * From this Self are produced Prana, 
mind, the senses, ether, air, fire, water, and earth, 
the support of all” ( 2 . 1. 3). An objection is 
raised that the order of creation is as described in 
this text, which contradicts the order of creation 
of elements described in the Chhandogya G. 2. 3 
and other Srutis. This objection is here refuted 
on the ground that the Mundaka text only states 
that all these are produced from the Self, but 
gives no order of creation like the other texts. 
Again the intellect, mind, and organs are effects 
of the elements, and so they can come into exis- 
tence only after the elements are created. On 
account of this non-difference of the organs from 
the elements, their origination and reabsorption 
are the same as those of the elements. That the 
organs are modifications of the elements is proved 
by Sruti texts like, “For the mind, my child, 
consists of earth, the vital force of water, the 
vocal organ of fire” (Chh. 6 . 6 . 5). Therefore 
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the Mundaka text does not upset the order of 
creation mentioned elsewhere. 

t Topic 10; Jhrih and death are primarily spoken 
of th# body, and metaphorically of the soul. 

RITrl ^^T *TTtR:, 

11* r <$ 11 

Depending on (the bodies) of 
moving and stationary be ings g but FTfflLmav bo 
mention of that i Sfl^R: secondary <TRl^“ 
on account of (those terms) depending on 
the existence of that. 

16. But the mention of that (viz. 
birth and death of the individual soul) is 
apt only with reference to (the bodies) of 
moving and stationary beings. (With ref 
orence to the soul, however,) it is secondary, 
on account of (those terms) depending on 
the existence of that (i.e. body). 

A doubt may arise that the individual soul.* 
too, has birth and death, because people use such 
expressions as “Devadatta is born” or “Devadatta 
is dead* 5 , and because certain ceremonies are pres- 
cribed by the scriptures at the birth and death oi 
people. This Sutra refutes such a doubt and says 
that the individual soul has neither birth no? 
death. These belong* not to the soul, but to the 
body with which the soul is connected. This 
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connection and disconnection with the body- -Ss 
popularly called the birth and death of the soul. 
Moreover, the S r lit i says, “It is the body, which 
bereft of the soul, dies; the soul does not die” 
^Chh. b. 11 d). So birth and death are spoken 

primarily of ihe bodies of moving and stationary 
beings, and only metaphorically of the soul. Tliai v 
birth and death mean, respectively the connection 
and disconnection o! the soul with the body is 
proved bv such texts as “That man, when he is 
born, or attains a body," etc. (Brill. 4. 4. 8). 

Tapte J1 : The individual soul is permanent , 
eternal, ele. 

^TlWTj zrm: II || 

^ Is not (produced) 3flc*TT the individual self 
not being (so) mentioned by the scriptures 
being eternal ^ also from them 

(SrutisJ 

17. The individual self is not (pro- 
duced), (tor it is) not (so) mentioned by the 
scriptures; also (on account of its) being 
eternal, (for so it is known) from them (the 
Sruti texts). 

At . the beginning of creation there was only 
“One Brahman without a second” (Ait. 1. 1), 

and so it is not reasonable to say that the indivi- 
dual soul is not born, for then there was nothing 
but’ Brahman. Again tin* Sruti says: 'Must, nil- 
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from a fire tiny spa^k* fly in all directions, even 
so from this Atman emanate all Pranas (organs), 
all worlds, all gods, and all the selves ’ ’ (Brih. 
2. 1. 20, Madliyandina recension). vSo the oppo- 
nent argues that the individual soul is horn at the 
beginning of the cycle, just as Akasa and other 
elements are born. This Sutra refutes it and says 
that the individual soul is not born, for there is 
no statement to that effect in the Sruti in the sec- 
tion dealing with creation. On the other hand 
Sruti texts clearly deny such birth to tin* indivi- 
dual soul. ' ‘Unborn, eternal" (Katli. 1. 2. 18); 
‘‘This great birth less* Self” (Brill. 4. 4. 25). It is 
the one Brahman without a second that enters the 
intellect and appears as tin* individual soul (Jiva). 
“Having (‘rented it, 14 entered into it” (Taitt. 
2. (>). Hence as there is in reality no difference 
between the individual soul and Brahman, the fact 
of the diva’s heiug non-created does not contradict 
the text, “At the beginning: then* was only the 
Atman without a second” (Ait. 1. 1). The crea- 
tion of souls spoken of in the other texts cited is 
only in a secondary sense. It does not therefore 
contradict the text, “Having created it, It entered 
into it.” 

Topic 12; The nature of the indiritlual soul 
is intelligence. 

n U n 

Intelligence for this very reason. 
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18. For this very reason (viz. that it is 
not created), (the individual soul is) intelli- 
gence (itself). 

The Yaiseshikas. say that the individual soul 
is not intelligent by nature, for it is not found to 
be so in the state of deep sleep (Sushupti) or of 
swoon. It is only when the soul comes to the 
conscious plane and unites with the mind that ii 
becomes intelligent. This Sutra refutes such a 
possibility, tor it is the intelligent Brahman Itself 
that, being limited by the Upadhis (limiting 
adjuncts), the body etc., manifests as the indivi- 
dual soul. Therefore intelligence is its very nature, 
and is never altogether destroyed, not even in the 
state of deep sleep or swoon. “That it does not see 
in that state is because although seeing then, it 
does not see; for the vision of the witness can 
never be lost, because it is immortal. But there is 
not that second thing separate from it which it can 
see 1 ’ (Brill. 4. 3. 23). Therefore it is not true that 
Hs intelligence is lost, for it is impossible. It does 
not in reality lose its power of seeing; it does not 
see only because there is no object to see. Were in- 
telligence actually non-existent then, who would 
be there to say that it did not exist? How could it 
be known? Moreover, he who says that he did not 
know anything in deep sleep, must have been exis- 
tent at that time. Otherwise how could he remem- 
ber the condition of that state? Hence the intelli- 
gence of the Self is never lost under any condition. 
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Topic Li : The. size of the individual soul. 

|| \\ || 

Passing out, goiiiK and re- 

turning. 

19. (As the Sruti texts declare the 
soul’s) passing out, going (to other spheres) 
and returning (thence), (the soul is not 
infinite in size). 

From this up to Sutra 32 the question of the 
size of the soul — whether it is atomic, medium-sized 
or infinite — is discussed. We have in the Svetas- 
vatara TJpanishad: “He is the one God . . . all- 
pervading” (6. II); and again, “This Atman is 
atomic” (Mu. 3. 1. 9). The two texts contradict 
each other and we have to arrive at a decision on the 
point. Sutras 20-28 set forth the prima facie view. 
The opponent says, we find in the scriptures texts 
mentioning the soul's passing out of the body, go- 
ing to heaven etc., and returning from there. This 
is possible only if the soul is atomic, and not 
infinite or all-pervading; for to an infinite soul 
there can he no going and coming. Therefore the 
soul is atomic. 

*37?JRT II II 

OWn** connected) directly with their 
agent ^ and the latter two. 
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20. And the latter two (the going and 
coming) (being connected) directly with 
their agent (the soul), (it is of atomic size). 

Kven if il le >oul is infinite, still it can be 
spoken of as passing out of the body,* if by that 
term is meant reusing* 1 (> lie tile ruler of the body. 
But tht' 1 wo latter activities, viz. the going* and 
doming, are not possible for an entity that is all- 
pervading. So the soul is atomic in size. 

II V< II 

5T Not atomic as the scriptures state 

it to be ot herwise 5% it be said not so ?cUJ- 

•.fiwWRl owing to a principle other than the indivi- 
dual soul being the subject-matter (in these texts). 

21. If it be said (that the soul is) not 
atomic, as the scriptures state it to be 
otherwise (Li\ all-pervading), (we say) not 
so, for (the one) other than the individual 
soul (/>. Supreme. Brahman) is the subject- 
matter (in those texts). 

. Nruti texts like, “He is the one God . . . all- 
pervading" (Svet. (>. II), refer not to the indivi- 
dual soul, but to file Supreme laird, who is other 
than tlic individual soul and forms the chief sub- 
ject-matter of all the Vedanta texts; tor that is the 
one thing that is to be known, and is therefore 
propounded hv all the Vedanta texts. 
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From direct statements (of the 
Sruti tex .-) and infinitesimal measure and. 

22. And on account of direct state- 
ments (of the Sruti texts as to the atomic 
size) and infinitesimal measure (the soul is 
atomic). 

“This Atman is atomic” (Mu. 3. 1. 9). Again 
we have,. “That individual soul is to be known as 
part of the hundredth part of the tip of a hair 
divided a hundred times” (Svet. 5. 9), which 
shows that the soul is smaller than even the small- 
est. Hence the soul is atomic in size. 

ii ii 

No contradiction like sandal-paste. 

23. There is no contradiction, like 
sandal-paste. 

Even as sandal-paste applied to any particular 
part of the body gives an agreeable sensation all 
over the body, even so the soul, though of atomic 
size and therefore occupying only one part of the 
body, may experience happiness and misery extend- 
ing over the entire body. 

ii ii 

On account of the particular 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


12.3.25 


258 

iwsition if it bo sai l not so on 

account of the admission in the heart If indeed. 

24. If it be said that on account of 
the particular position (of the sandal-paste 
in the body the analogy is not just), (we 
say) not so, on account of the admission (by 
the scriptures of a special seat for the soul, 
nz.) in the heart alone. 

A possible objection is raised by the opponent 
against his own view, tn the case of the sandal- 
paste we see that it occupies a particular x>art of 
die body and yet gladdens the whole body. Bill 
in the case of the soul we do not know that if 
occupies a particular place, and in the absence of 
that we cannot infer that like the sandal-paste it 
must occupy a particular portion of the body and 
therefore be atomic. For even an all-pervading 
soul or a soul pervading the whole body like the 
skin can give rise to the same result. So in the 
absence of any proof it is difficult to settle the size 
of the soul. This objection the opponent refutes by 
saying that such Sruti texts as, “The self -effulgent 
one within the heart ’ * (Brih. 4. 3. 7) declare that 
the sou! has a particular abode in the body, viz. 
the heart, and hence it is atomic. 

TJ0TT5T II VA || 

Owing to (its) quality or ns in the 

world. 
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25. Or owing to (its) quality (viz. 
intelligence) as in the world. 

This Sutra gives another argument to show 
how an atomic soul can have experience throughout 
the body. 

In the world we find that a light placed in one 
corner of a room illumines ihe whole room. So 
also ihe soul, though atomic and therefore occupy- 
ing a particular portion of the body, may, because 
of its quality of intelligence, which pervades the 
whole body, experience pleasure and pain through- 
out the body. 

n n 

The extension beyond (the object i.r. the 
soul) ^^RR^like odour. 

26. The extension (of the quality of 
intelligence) beyond (the soul, in which it 
inheres) is like odour (which extends beyond 
the fragrant object). 

We find that the sweet odour of flowers extends 
beyond them to the surrounding region. Even so 
the intelligence of the soul, which is atomic, 
extends beyond the soul and pervades the whole 
body. 

rw ^ ii -0-s n 

cPW Thus also (the Sruti) shows or 

declares. 


b.s. — 17. 
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27. Thus also (the Sruti) declares. 

The Sruti also declares that it is by the quality 
of intelligence that the atomic soul pervades the 
whole body. For instance, it says: “Just so lias 

the intelligent self penetrated this body up to the 
very h nil's and the finger nails” (Kan. 4. 20). 

ii ii 

Separate & account of the teaching. 

28. On account of the separate teach- 
ing (of the Sruti) (that the soul so pervades 
the body owing to its quality of intelli- 
gence). 

A further argument is given to establish the 
proposition of the hist Sutra. The text , * 'Saving 
by Prajna (intelligence) taken possession of the 
body” (Kan. 3. (3), shows that intelligence is 
different from the soul, being related as instrument 
and agent, and that with this quality the soul per- 
vades the whole body. 

TOnta:, n ^ n 

On account of its having for its 
essence the qualities of that ( viz., the Buddhi) g but 
ddkM'AsU that declaration (as to its atomic size) 
even as the Intelligent Lord (is declared to be 
atomic). 

29. But that declaration (as to the 
atomic size of the soul) is on account of its 
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having for its essence the qualities of that 
( riz . the Buddlii), even as the Intelligent 
Lord (Brahman, which is all-pervading, is 
declared to be atomic). 

Tlie word ‘but’ refutes all that lias been said 
in Sutras 19-28, and derides that the soul is all- 
pervading, beeause ihe all-pervading’ Brahman 
Itself is said to have entered the universe as the 
individual soul, which again is stated to be 
identical with It. How then is the soul declared 
to be atomic? Such declarations are on account 
of its preponderating in the qualities of the 
Buddhi (intellect) so long as it is imagined to he 
connected with the latter and in bondage. Passing 
out, going, and coming are qualities of the 
Buddhi and are only imputed to the individual 
soul. For the same reason also, /.<?., limitation of 
Hie intellect, is the Atman regarded as atomic. It 
is like imagining the all-pervading Lord as 
limited for ihe sake oc Fpasana, devout 
meditation. 

srr^Trfwfir;^ * fta:, n 30 11 

long as the soul (in its relative 
aspect) exists ^ and «T there is no defect 
because it is so seen (in the scriptures). 

30. And there is no defect (in what 
has been said in the previous Sutra), (as the 
conjunction of the soul with the intellect 
exists) so long as the soul (in its relative 
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aspect) exists : because it is so seen (in the 
scriptures). 

An nbjedion might be raised against wliat 
lias lieen said in the previous Sutra that since the 
eon junction of the soul and the intellect, which 
an* different entities, must necessarily come to an 
end some time, the soul, when so disjoined from 
the lluddhi, will either cease to exist altogether or 
at least, cease to he a Sain sarin (individualized). 
This Sutra replies: There can be no such defect in 
the argument of the previous Sutra, for this con- 
nection with the intellect lasts so long as the soul’s 
state of Samsara is not destroyed by the realiza- 
tion of supreme Knowledge. How is this known? 
Tt is known from the declaration of the scriptures 
that even at death this connection is not severed. 
“This infinite entity that is identified with the 
intellect .... Assuming the likeness of the 
i ut (dice t it moves between the two worlds, it 
thinks, as it were, it moves, as it were,” (Brill- 
4. 3. 7). The terms “thinks, as it were”, “moves, 
as it were” also mean that the self does not think 
and move on its own account, but only through its- 
association with the intellect. 


H 

3 WlKWL Kike virility etc. g verily its {f\r. 
of the connection with the intellect) existing- 
account of the manifestation being 

possible. 
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31. On account of the manifestation 
{of the connection with the intellect in the 
awakened state) being possible only on its 
existing (potentially in Sushupti), like 
virility etc. 

An objection is raised that in Sushupti or 
deep sleep there can be no connection with the 
intellect, for it is said, “Then he becomes united 
with the. True, he is gone to his own” (Chh. 6. 8. 
1); how then can it be said that this connection 
lasts so long as the individualized state exists ? 

This Sutra refutes it and says that even in 
Sushupti this connection exists in a fine or poten- 
tial form. But for this it could not have become 
manifest in the awakened state. Virile power 
becomes manifest in youth only if it exists in a 
potential condition in (he child. So this connec- 
tion with the intellect lasts so long as the indivi- 
dualized state exists. 

There would result perpet- 
ual perception or non-perception limitation 

of the power of either of the two 3T or else 
otherwise. 

32. Otherwise (i.e. if the intellect or 
mind be not accepted) there would result 
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either perpetual perception or perpetual 
non-perception, or else the limitation of the 
power of either of the two (viz. the soul or 
the senses). 

"What is the necessity of accepting* an internal 
organ (Antahkarana), of which the intellect is 
only a mode!- The Sutra says that if it be not 
accepted, the senses being always in contact with 
their objects, there would always result perception 
of everything, for all the requisites, viz. the soul, 
the senses, and the objects, are present. If, how- 
ever, this he denied, then it would mean that 
knowledge can never result, and nothing would 
ever be cognized. So the opponent will have to 
accept the limitation of the power either of the 
soul or of the* senses. Such a thing is not possible 
in the Atman, which is changeless. Nor can it be 
said that the power of the senses, which is not 
impeded either in the previous moment or in the 
subsequent moment, is so limited in the middle, 
lienee we have to accept an internal organ 
(Antahkarana'), through whose connection and 
disconnection perception and non-perception take 
place. Tim Nruti also refers to a common experi- 
ence of ours, “T was absent-minded, I did not hear 
it" (Brill, l.o. H). Hence there exists an internal 
organ, of wlm h. the intellect is a mode, and it is 
the connection with this that causes the Atman to 
appear as tin* individualized soul, as explained in 
.Sutra 29. 
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Topic 14: The individual soul as agent . 

it \\ n 

Agent STT^HNw^in order that the scriptures 
may have a meaning. 

33. (The soul is) an agent, on account 
of scriptural (injunctions) having a mean- 
ing on that ground only. 

The question as regards the size of the soul 
has been settled. Now another characteristic of 
the soul is taken up for discussion. The indivi- 
dual soul is an agent, for only on that basis do 
scriptural injunctions like, “He is to sacrifice' ’ 
etc. have a sense. In these the Sruti enjoins 
certain acts to be done by the agent and if the soul 
be not an agent these injunctions would become 
meaningless. 


f^R^&ll^ II W II 

On account of the Sruti teaching 
wandering about. 

34. And on account of (the Sruti) 
teaching (its) wandering about. 

“It, taking the organs, moves about as it 
pleases in its own body” (Brih. 2. 1. 18). This 
text which describes the wandering of the soul in 
the dieam state clearly shows that it is an agent. 
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vm&lrl II VA II 

35. On account of its taking (the 
organs). 

The text quoted in the last Sutra also shows 
that the soul in dream state takes the organs with 
it, thereby declaring that it is an agent. 

f^iTOTtr, * II 35 II 

srfljRTraLOn account of mention ^ also in 

respect of action if it were not so 
the reference (would have been) of a different kind. 

36. Also on account of the (the script- 
ures) mentioning (the soul, as an agent) with 
respect to action. If it were not so, the 
reference (would have been) of a different 
kind. 

” Intelligence performs sacrifices, and it also 
performs all acts” (Taitt. 2. 5). Here by ‘intellig- 
ence' the soul is meant and not the Buddhi, 
thereby showing that the soul is an agent. If the 
intention of (lie Sruti were to refer to the Buddhi 
then it would have used the word not in the 
nominative case, but in the instrumental case, as 
‘by intelligence/ meaning, through its instru- 
mentality, as it has done elsewhere in similar 
circumstances. Vide Kau. 3. 6. 

II 3^ II 

As ia the case of perception : 

(there is) no rule. 
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37. As in the case of perception, (there 
is) no rule (here also). 

All objection is raised that if the soul were a 
free agent, then it would have performed only 
what is beneficial to it, and not botli good and bad 
•deeds. This objection is being refuted. Just as 
.the soul, although it is free, perceives both agree- 
able and disagreeable things, so also it does both 
good and bad deeds. There is no rule that it 
should do only what is good and avoid what is 
had. 

II \C II 

38. On account of the reversal of 
power (of the Buddhi, which is inadmis- 
sible). 

If the Huddlii, which is an instrument, 
becomes the agent and ceases to function as an 
instrument, we shall have to imagine some other 
thing* as the instrument. Hence the dispute is only 
as regards terms, for in either case an agent diff- 
erent from fhe instrument has to be admitted. 

II II 

account of the impossibility of 

Sam&dhi ^ and. 

39. And on account of the impossi- 
bility of SamAdhi. 

If the soul is not an agent, then the realization 
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prescribed by texts like, “The Atman is to be 
realized’’ (Brill. 2. 4. 5), through Samadhi would 
be impossible. It will not be capable of activities- 
like “hearing, reasoning, and meditation” that 
lead to Samadhi, in which state perfect Knowledge 
dawns. Therefore there will be no Liberation for 
the soul. So it is established that the soul alone is- 
the agent, and not the Buddhi. 

Topic / J ; The soul is an ayent only so lony as it 
is eon tierted with the U pad his. 

^ n ii 

JOven as and carpenter is both, 

40. And even as a carpenter is both. 

In the last Sutra tin* topic about the soul's, 
being’ an agent is established. Now the question 
is raised whether this agency is its real nature or 
only a superimposition. The Nyaya school holds 
lhat it is its very nature. This Sutra refutes it 
and says that it is superimposed on the soul and 
not real. For the Sruti declares, “This Atman is 
lion-attached” (Brill. 4. 3. 15). Just as a car- 
penter suffers when he is busy working with his 
tools and is happy when he leaves off work, so does 
the Atman suffer when, through its connection with 
the Buddhi etc., it is active, as in the waking and 
dream states, and is blissful when it eeases to be 
an agent , as in deep sleep. All scriptural 
injunctions are with reference to the conditioned 
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state; of the Self. By nature it is inactive, and it 
becomes active only through a connection with its 
Upadliis (adjuncts), the mind etc. The objection 
that if the soul is not an agent by nature, the 
Sruti injunctions will be meaningless, does not 
stand, for these scriptures do not aim at establish- 
ing it, but merely refer to an agency already exist- 
ing as a result of ignorance. 


Topic 16 : The soul in its activity is 
dependent on the Lord. 

|| # ? || 

<RRT From the Supreme Lord 3 but that 
(agency) Sph so declares the Sruti. 

41. But (even) that (agency of the 
soul) is from the Supreme Lord; so declares 
the Sruti. 

The agency of the soul is also due to the Sup- 
reme Lord. The soul does good and bad deeds, be- 
ing so directed by the Lord. “He makes those 
whom He will raise do good deeds” (Kau. 3. 8b 
It is through His grace that the soul attains to 
Knowledge and becomes free. 


Depends on works done 3 but faf?cT- 
on account of the relevancy of 
injunctions and prohibitions etc. . 

42. But (the Lord’s making the soul 
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act) depends on works done (by it); (thus 
only would) injunctions and prohibitions 
etc. be relevant. 

Tli is Sutra relates a possible doubt that since 
Hu* Lord makes some persons do good and others 
evil, lie must be cruel and whimsical. It says that 
Hie Lord always directs the soul according to its 
good or bad deeds in previous births. And 8am- 
sara being without beginning, there will always be 
previous bmhs. with actions done in them, for the 
guidance of the Lord. So He cannot be accused of 
being cruel and whimsical. It is thus alone that 
the scriptural injunctions and prohibitions can 
have any meaning; for otherwise the diva will 
train nothing by observing these injunctions. 

This does not however mar the independence 
■of the Lord, though it. may he said that since He 
depend* on the acts of the soul, He is not free to 
•do what He likes; for a Icing who presents or 
punishes His subjects according to their acts dots 
not cease to he ;i sovereign thereby. 

Tu/ttr 17 ; lit let inn nj the indirid mil aonl to 
Jlrnh man. 

|| 1 | 

l’art oil account of difference 

■^cing declared otherwise ^ and aifi also 
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being fishermen, knaves, etc. 
read some (S&khits of tho Vedas). 

43. (The soul is) part (of the Lord) oiv 
account of difference (between the two) being 
declared and otherwise also (i.e. as non 
different from Brahman) ; for in some 
(Sakhas or recensions of the Vedic texts) 
(Brahman) is spoken of as being fishermen, 
knaves, etc. 

In tlie last topic it has been shown that the 
Lord rules the soul. This brings us to the question 
of the relation between the two. Ts it that oi 
master and servant, or as between fire and iis 
sparks ? Tin? Sutra says that the relation is as 
between fire and its sparks, that is, of whole and 
part. But then, the soul is not actually a part, 
but a part, as it wore — an imagined part, for 
Brahman cannot have any parts. Why then 
should it be taken as a part and not identical with 
the Lord? Because the scriptures declare a differ- 
ence between them in texts like, “Knowing K 
alone one becomes a sage” (Brill. 4. 4. 22), “The 
Atman is to be seen” (Brill. 2. 4. 5). This differ- 
ence, however, is spoken of from the empirical 
standpoint; from the absolute standpoint they are 
identical. The text, “Brahman is the fishermen, 
Brahman the slaves, Brahman these knaves/’ 
etc. shows that even such humble persons as these 
are in reality Brahman. 
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II Vtf II 

From the words of the Mantra ^ also. 

44. Also from the words of the 
Mantra (it is knoun that the soul is a part 
of the Lord). 

A further reason is given to show that the 
soul is a part of Ihe Lord, “One foot of it are all 
these beings” (Chh. 5. 12. 6) — where beings, 
including souls, are said to be a foot or part of the 
Lord. 

arfq ^ || ^ n . 

etfa Also ^ and Wlil it is (so) stated in the Smriti. 

45. And it is also (so) stated in the 
Smriti. 

“Aii (denial portion of myself having become 
a living soul” (Gita 15. 7). 

’R - . u xa w 

TRSRifcsRkTAke tight etc. <1 is not tike this VR? 
the Supreme' ord. 

46. The Supreme Lord is not (affected 
by pleasure and pain) like this (individual 
soul), even as light etc. (are not affected by 
the shape of the things they touch). 

Tf the soul is a part of the Lord, the question 
may arise that the Lord also experiences pleasure 
and pain like the soul, even as a cloth is soiled if 
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its threads ;ue soiled. This Sutra refutes it and 
says that the Lord does not experience pleasure and 
pain like the soul, which on account of ignorance 
identifies itself with the body and mind, and thereby 
partakes of their pleasure apd pain. Just as the 
light of the sun, which is all-pervading, becomes 
straight or bent by coming in contact with parti- 
cular objects, or as the ether enclosed in a jar 
seems to move when the jar is moved, or as the 
sun appears to tremble when the water in which it 
is reflected trembles, but in reality none of them 
undergoes those changes, so also is the Lord not 
affected by pleasure and pain, which are experi- 
enced by that imagined part of it, the individual 
soul, which is a product of ignorance and is 
limited hy the Buddhi etc. 

wfcr ^ ii «« n 

srcfor The Smritis state ^ and. 

47. The Smritis also state (that). 

“Of the two, the Supreme Self is said to he 
eternal and devoid of qualities. It is not toxiched 
by the fruits of actions any more than a lotus leaf 
is by water. . . Smriti texts like this declare 
that the Supreme Lord does not experience 
pleasure and pain. The Srutis too do the same. 

srjprnrfond •• ^ >i * 

Injunctions and prohibitions 
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on a coo 11 nt of the connection with the body '■Wildufc* 
^ like light etc. 

48. Injunctions and prohibitions (are- 
possible) on account of the connection (of 
the Self) with the body; as in the case of 
light etc. 

Even though the Self is one and indescrib- 
able. and with reference to it there can be no 
injunctions and prohibitions, yet as connected 
with a body, such injunctions and prohibitions are 
possible. Fire is one; but the fire of the funeral’ 
pyre is rejected, and that of a sacrifice is accepted. 
Similar is the ease with the Atman. 

n ii 

Non-extension (beyond its own body) ^ 
nod apajffH*: tli ere is no confusion (of results of 
actions). 

49. And on account of the non-exten- 
sion (of the soul beyond its own body) there* 
is no confusion (of results of actions). 

An objection is raised that on account of the- 
unity of the Self there would result a confusion of 
the results of actions; that is, everyone would get 
the results of the actions of everyone else. This 
Sutra refutes such a possibility; for an indivi- 
dualized soul means the connection of the Atman 
with a particular body, mind, etc., and since these- 
are not ' overlapping, the individual souls are- 
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different from each other. Hence there is no such 
possibility of confusion. 

srnrra ^ II II 

QTBTTCf: A reflection only ^ and. 

50. And (the individual soul is) only 
a reflection (of the Supreme Lord). 

According* to Vedanta the individual soul is 
but a reflection, an image, of the Supreme Lord in 
Tts TTpadhi (adjunct), the Antahkaraua (inner 
organ). So the reflections of the Lord in different 
Antahkaranas are different, even as the reflections 
of the sun in different sheets of water are different. 
Therefore just as the trembling of a particular 
reflection of the sun does not cause the other 
reflections to tremble so also the experiencing of 
happiness and misery by a particular Jive or 
individualized soul is not shared by other souls. 
Hence there can be no confusion of the results of 
action. 



There being no fixity about the 
unseen principle. 

51. There being no fixity about the 
unseen principle (there would result that 
confusion for those who believe in many 
souls, each all-pervading). 

The Sankhyas, the Vaiseshikas and the 
Naiyayikas accept a plurality of souls, each of 


b.s. — 18 
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which is all-pervading. Tinder such circumstances 
lliere cannot but result a confusion of the fruits of 
action, for each soul is present everywhere, in 
close proximity to whatever causes those results in 
the shape of happiness or misery. Nor can this 
confusion he avoided by introducing the Adrishta 
or unseen principle, which is religious merit and 
demerit acquired by the souls. According to the 
Sanlvhyns it inheres not in the soul, but in the 
Pradhana, which is common to all souls, and as 
such there is nothing to fix that a particular 
Adrishta operates in a particular soul. According 
lo the other two schools the; unseen principle is 
created by the conjunction of the soul with the 
mind; and since every soul is all-pervading and 
therefore equally connected with all minds, here 
also there is nothing to fix that a particular 
Adrishta belongs to a particular soul. Hence that 
confusion of results is inevitable. 

n ^ n 

In resolve etc. ®lfit even ^ and 

like this. 

52. And even as regards resolve etc. 
(it would be) like this. 

If it be maintained that the resolve etc. one 
makes to achieve something or to avoid something- 
will allocate the Adrishta to particular souls, even 
then there will be this confusion. For resolve etc. 
are also formed by the conjunction of the soul and 
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.also. 

Sutras 51-53 refute the doctrine of the 
Sfmkhvas and other schools about the plurality of 
souls each of which is all-pervading. 11 leads to 
absurdities. 

5iV^rf?fer u ii 

sfelRTFrom (difference of) place %T if it be 
said ff not so QF^faf^on account of the self being in 
all bodies. 

53. If it be said (that the distinction 
of pleasure and pain etc. results) from (the 
•difference of) place, (we say) not so. on 
-.account of the self being in all bodies. 

The Naiyayikas and others try to get over the 
‘difficulty shown in the previous Sutra thus: 
Though each soul is all-pervading, yet if we take 
its connection with the mind to take place ill that 
part of it which is limited by its body, then such 
a confusion is not likely. Even this cannot stand; 
since every soul is all-pervading and therefore 
permeates all bodies, and there is nothing to lix 
that a particular body belongs to a particular soul. 
Again there cannot be more than one all-pervading 
entity ; if there were, they would limit each other 
4nid consequently cease to be all-pervading or 
infinite. Hence there is only one Self and not 
many. The plurality of selves in Vedanta is only 
n product of ignorance and not a reality. 



CHAPTER II 


Section tv 

In the third section it has been shown that 
other and the other elements are produced from 
Bralunan, by reconciling' the apparently contra- 
dictory texts of the Srutis with respect to their 
origination. In this section the Sutras take up for 
discussion texts that deal with the origination of 
the senses etc. 

To}/u' 1 : The ori/tnifi are / trtahiccd from I? rah man.. 

wr steut: ii ? u 

tBTT Likewise 3T0TT: the organs. 

1. Likewise the organs (are produced 
from Brahman). 

r ii the scriptures, in those sections which treat 
of the origin of things, we do not find the origina- 
tion of the organs etc. mentioned. On the other 
hand, there are texts like, “This was indeed non- 
existence in the beginning. They say : What 
was non-existence in the beginning? Those 
Risliis .... Who are those Risliis? The Pranas 
torgnnsi are indeed the Risliis” (Sat. Br. 0. 1. 1. 
1), which show that the organs are eternal and not 
created. 
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This Sutra refutes that view and says that the 
•organs etc. are produced just like ether etc. from 
Brahman. The word ‘likewise’ refers not to the 
immediately preceding topic of the last section, 
which is the plurality of souls, but to the creation 
•of ether ete. spoken of in the last section. Sruti 
texts directly declare their origination. “From 
that (Self) are produced the vital force, mind, and 
all the organs’’ (Mu. 2. 1. d). Therefore the senses 
.are created. 

|| R || 

Secondary sense 3WJ-H'lld being impossible. 

2. On account of the impossibility (of 
•explaining the origination in a) secondary 
■sense. 

Since there are texts like the one quoted from 
the Sat. Hr. which speak of (he existence of the 
•organs before creation, why not explain the texts 
which describe their creation in a secondary sense? 
This Sutra refutes ii, for a secondary sense would 
lead to the abandonment of the general assertion, 
“By the knowledge of one, everything else is 
known.” Therefore they are produced from Brah- 
man. Tile reference to the existence of the Pranas 
(organs) before creation in Sat. Br. is concerning 
Hiranyagarbha, which is not resolved in the partial 
dissolution of the world, though all other effects 
re resolved. Even Hiranyagarbha is resolved, 
however, in complete dissolution (Mahapralaya). 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[2.4.4 


280 


?R5n^g^iar n \ n 

cRTTir.it first ^cfs being mentioned ^ ami. 

3. And because that (the verb denot- 
ing origin) is mentioned first (in connection 
with the Pranas). 

Thy t ext referred to is: “Prom that (Self) are 
produced the vital force, mind and all the organs, 
ether, air, water, fire, and earth” (Mu. 2. 1. 3). 
Hero the word ‘produced' occurs at the very begin- 
ning of the tilings enumerated, and if it is inter- 
preted in its primary sense with respect to ether 
etc., it is all the more to be so interpreted with 
respect to the vital force, mind, and organs men- 
tioned earlier. Thus a further reason is given in 
this Sutra to show that the organs etc. have ori- 
ginated from brahman. 

cT^Wl^T^: II M II 

Of the organ of speech (etc.) cTc^^c^fcj being 
preceded by them (the elements). 

4. On account of the pre-existence of 
that (ciz. the elements) (before) the organ of 
speech (etc.). 

“For truly, my boy, mind consists of eartli, 
the vital force of water, the vocal organ of fire” 
(Chit. G. o. 4). This text clearly shows that the 
organs etc. are products of the elements, which 
in their turn spring from Brahman. Hence they 
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too are products of Brahman. Being products of 
the elements, they are not separately mentioned in 
texts dealing with the origin of things. 


7 \opic 2; The number of the organs. 


*TH, 


II ^ II 


TOT Seven TOfc being so known (from the script- 
ures) firelfacTc^fcT on account of the specification ^ and. 

5. -(The organs are) seven (in number), 
because it is so known (from the scriptures) 
and on account of the specification (of those 
seven). 

The number of the organs is ascertained in 
this and the next Sutra. This Sutra, which gives 
the view of the opponent, declares that there arc 
seven organs. “The seven Pranas (organs) spring 
from It” (Mu. 2. 1. 8). These are again specified 
in another text, “Seven indeed are the Pranas 
(organs) in the head” (Taitt. Sam. 5. 1. 7. 1). No 
doubt in some texts eight or even more organs are 
enumerated, but these are to be explained as 
modifications of the inner organ, and so there is no 
contradiction in the Sruti texts if we take the 
number as seven. 


gsuvug , li % II 

Hands etc. g but %T^ being a fact 3RT? 
therefore «T not ir^like this. 



2A2 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[2.4.7 


6. But hands etc. (are also referred 
to as sense-organs in scriptural texts). Since 
this is a fact, therefore (it is) not like this 
(i.e. they are not merely seven in number). 

‘But’ refutes the view of the previous Sutra. 
“The hands are the (jralni (organs)” etc. (Brill. 
8. 2. 8). Such texts show that the hands etc. are 
additional sense-organs. Therefore to the seven 
already enumerated, viz. eyes, nose, ears, tongue, 
touch, speech, and inner organ, four others, viz. 
hands, teet, anus, and the organ of generation, 
have to be added. Ln all, therefore, there are 
eleven organs. The different modifications of the 
inner organ, viz. mind, intellect, ego, and Chitta 
(memory), are not separate organs, and therefore 
cannot raise the number beyond eleven, which is 
therefore the number fixed. These are: the five 
organs of knowledge, the five organs of action, 
and the inner organ. 

Topic 'I : The organs are min ate in size . 

3TW* II v» || 

Minute ^ and. 

7. And (they are) minute. 

The organs are minute. ‘Minute’ does not 
mean atomic, but fine and limited in size. It is 
be cause they are subtle that they are not seen. Tf 
they were all-pervading, then texts which speak 
of their passing out of the body and going p.nd 
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coming along with the soul at death and birth 
would be contradicted. Moreover, we do not per- 
ceive through the senses what is happening 
throughout the universe, which would be the case 
if they were all-pervading. Hence they are all 
subtle and limited in size. 

Topic 4: The chief Prana (rital force ) also 
is created from Brahman . 


£$2 The chief Prana (vital force) ^ and. 

8. And the chief Prana (vital force) 
(is also produced). 

“From this (Self) is produced the vital force” 
(Mu. 2. 1. d) ; again we have, “By Its own law It 
.alone was moving without wind (the vital force)” 
(Rig- Veda 10. 120. 2). Here the words “was 
moving” seem to refer to the function of the vital 
force, and so it must have existed before creation 
and was therefore not created. Hence there 
.appears to be a contradiction with respect to its 
origination. This Sutra says that even the vital 
force is produced Irom Brahman. The words 
“was moving” are qualified by “without wind” 
and so does not intimate that the vital force 
existed before creation. It only intimates the 
Brahman, the Cause, existed before creation, as is 
.known from texts like “Existence alone was there 
before this” (Ohh. G. 2. 1). It is called the 
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‘chief’, because it functions before all other 
] ban as and senses, i.e. from the very moment the 
child is conceived, and also on account of its 
superior qualities; “We shall not be able to live 
n il limit you’ 7 (Brill. 0. 1. Id). 

Topic d; The chief vital force is different 
fr(on air and sense functions. 

* sngfiFf, ii S n 

•T Not air nor function separately 

'dM^lcT on account of its being mentioned. ■*“ 

9. (The cheif Prfuia) is neither air 
nor any function (of the organs) on account 
of its being mentioned separately. 

In this Sutra the nature of the chief Prana is 
discussed. The opponent holds that there is no 
separate principle called Prana, but that it is only 
air and nothing else, which exists in the mouth 
as well as outside*. The Sruti also says, “That 
vital force is air. 77 Or it may he the combined 
effect of the functions of all the eleven organs. 
Just as ;i number of birds in a cage, when they 
move, also move the cage, so also the eleven 
organs functioning together constitute life in the 
body. So the resultant of these functions is 
Prana. This is the view of the Sankhyas. Hence 
there is no separate principle called Prana (vital 
force). 

Tin* Sut r n refutes these views and says that 
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Prana is a separate principle, for it is mentioned 
separately from air and the sense functions. 
“The Prana (vital force) indeed is the fourth foot 
of Brahman. That foot shines and warms as the 
light called air” (Clih. 8. 18. 4), where it is dis- 
tinguished from air. Again, “From that (Self) 
are produced the vital force, mind, and all the 
organs” (Mu. 2. 1. 3), which shows that it is not a 
function of any organ, for in that case it would 
not have been separated from the organs. The 
text,, “The vital force is air,” is also correct, 
inasmuch as the effect is but the cause in another 
form and the vital force is air functioning within 
tlie body (Adhyatma). The analogy of the birds 
in a cage is not to the point, for they all have the 
same kind of activity, viz . movement, which is 
favourable to the motion of the cage. But the 
functions of the organs are not of one kind, but 
different from one another; and they are also of a 
distinct nature from that of the vital force. 
Hence they cannot constitute life. Therefore 
Prana (vital force) is a separate entity. 

ii ?© ii - 

Like eyes etc. sj but fl : on 
account of (its) be inti' taught with them and other 
reasons. 

10. But (Prana is subordinate to the- 
soul) like eyes etc. on account of (its) being, 
taught with them and for other reasons. 
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If the vital force is a separate entity from the 
organs, which are subordinate to it, then it, like 
the soul, must also be independent in the body. 
Idle Sutra refutes this and says that the vital 
force is subordinate to the soul. Why? Because 
in the conversation of the Pranas which we find 
in the ITpani, shads it is mentioned along with the 
sense-organs. Now in such grouping only those 
of a class are grouped together. So the vital force, 
like t lie organs, is subordinate to the soul. The 
other reasons referred to in the Sutra are its being 
•composed of parts, its being insentient, and so on. 

* ffa:, rPHTfs: ssrafir u ?? n 

SRXTOItf On account of (its) not being an instru- 
ment ^ and «T not objection cPTT % because thus 
(Sr ut. i) teaches. 

11. And on account of (its) not being 
an instrument (there is) no objection, because 
thus (the scripture) teaches. 

If the vital force, like the organs is also sub- 
ordinate to the soul, then it must stand in the 
relation of an instrument to the soul like the 
organs. But as there are only eleven functions 
and as many organs already, there is no room for 
a twelfth organ in the absence of a twelfth sense- 
object. This Sutra refutes the above objection 
and says that the vital force is not an instrument 
•or organ like the eves etc., for the acceptance of 
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which a twelfth sense-object would be necessary; 
yet it has a function in the body which no sense- 
organ is capable of, and that is the upkeep of the 
body. In the text, ‘‘Preserves the unelean nest 
(of a body) with the help of the vital force” 
(Brill. 4. d. 12), the vital force is said to guard the 
body. Again, “From whatever limb the Prana 
goes, right there it withers” (Brill. 1. d. 19); 
“Whatever food one eats through the Prana satis- 
fies these (the organs)” (Brih. 1. 3. 18). All 
those texts show that the function of the vital 
force (Prana) is the upkeep of the body, unlike 
those of the organs. 

Nor is this the only function of the vital 
force. There are others, too, as the next Sutra 
declares. 

Having five- fold function ♦hi'hd like the 
mind it is taught. 

12. It is taught as having a fivefold 
function like the mind. 

“I alone dividing myself fivefold support 
this body and keep it” (Pr. 2. d). Fivefold, i.e. 
ns Prana, Apana, Vyann, TJdana, and Samana 
each of which has a special function, viz. breath- 
ing in, exhaling, functioning throughout the 
body and aiding feats of strength, helping the 
soul to pass out of the body, and digesting the' 



BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


[2.4.14 


'288 


food eaten ami carrying it to all parts of the body, 
hi this respect it resembles the inner organ, 
which ’hough one lias a fourfold aspect as mind, 
-intellect, ego, and (Jliitta (memory). 

Topic d ; The min uteness of the vital force. 

|| \\ || 

3FU Minnie and. 

•s 

13. And it is minute. 

The vital force (Prana) is also minute, subtle, 
and limited like the senses. It may be objected 
that it is all-pervading according to the text: 
“Because he is equal to a gnat, equal to a mos- 
quito, equal to an elephant, equal to these three 
7 eorhls, equal to this universe “ (Brill. 1. 3. 22). 
But the all-pervadingness spoken of here is with 
respect to Ifiranyagarblia, the cosmic Prana. In 
its universal aspect it is all-pei vading ; but in 
relation to beings in the world, in its individual 
aspect with which we are concerned here, it is 
limited. Hence Ihe vital force is also limited. 

Topic 7 : l lie presiding deities of the organs . 

Presiding over by Fire and others 
3 but <!T?T^?l*Wl?T on account of the scriptures teach- 
ing that, 

14. But there is the presiding over by 
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Fire and others (over the organs), on account 
of the scriptural teaching about that. 

The dependence or independence of the Prana 
and the organs is taken up for discussion; the 
scriptures say that these are presided over by the 
gods like Fire etc., which direct them. For 
example, 4 '(Fire) having become speech entered 
the mouth” (Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 2. 4). The organs etc., 
being inert, cannot move of themselves. Hence 
they are dependent on the presiding deities. 

5TFW T, || ^ || 

With the one possessing the Pr&nas (organs) 
from the scriptures . 

15. (The gods are not the enjoyers, 
but the soul, because the organs are connect- 
ed) with the one (i.e. the soul) possessing 
them, (as is known) from the scriptures. 

This Sutra makes it clear why the soul, and 
fiot the gods, is the enjoycr in the body. The 
relation between the soul and the organs is that of 
master and servant, so the scriptures declare; 
hence the enjoyment through the organs is of the 
soul, and not of the gods. “He who knows, ‘Let 
me smell this/ is the self, the nose is the instru- 
ment of smelling” (Chh. 8. 12. 4). Moreover, 
there are many gods in the body, each presiding 
over a particular orgjm, but there is only one 
on j oyer. Otherwise remembrance would be 
impossible. Hence the senses are for the enjoyment 
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of the soul and not the gods though tliev are 
directed by them. 

^ II r <$ II 

cW Its ^ and on account of permanence. 

16. And on account of its (sours)- 
permanence (in the body it is the enjoyer, 
and not the gods). 

The soul abides permanently in the body as 
the experience!* since it can be affected by good 
and evil and can experience pleasure and pain. It. 
is not reasonable to think that in a body which is 
the result of the* soul's past actions, others, c.fj. 
the gods, enjoy. Tin* gods have glorious positions 
and would disdain such lowly enjoyments as can 
he had through the human body. It is the soul 
that is the enjoyer. Moreover, the connection 
between I lie* organs and the soul is permanent. 
Vide Sruti text, “When it departs, the vital force 
follows; when the vital force departs, all other 
organs follow” (Brill. 4. 4. 2). The soul is the 
master, and is therefore the enjoyer. in spite of 
the fact that there are presiding deities over the* 
senses. 

l\*ptc i V ; 7 he orpans are independent principle v 

and not mode* of the chief Prana. 

^ Tr^ II It 

% They organs being so desig- 
nated except the c hief. 
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17. They (the other pranas) except 
the chief (prana) are organs (and so different 
from the chief prana), on account of (their) 
being so designated (by the scriptures). 

The question is raised whether the eyes etc. 
are but modes of the vital force or independent 
entities. The opponent holds the former view 
since the scripture says, “ ‘This is the greatest 
amongst us (the organs). . . . AV'ell, let us all be 
of his form.’ They all assumed its form. There- 
fore they are called by this name of ‘Prana' 
(Brih. 1. 5. 21). The Sutra refutes this and says 
that the eleven organs belong to a separate cate- 
gory, and are not modes of the vital force, because 
they are shown to be different in texts like : “From 
Him are born, the vital force, mind, and all 
organs” (Mu. 2. 1. 3), where the vital force and 
the organs are separately mentioned. The text of 
the Brihadaranyaka is to be taken in a secondary 
sense. 

II U ll 

18. On account of differentiating 
scriptural texts. 

In Brih. 1. 3. the organs are treated first in 
one section, and after concluding it the vital force 
is treated in a fresh section, which shows that 
they do not belong to the same category. Hence 
also the organs are independent principles, and 
not modes of the vital force. 


b.s. — 19 
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account of characteristic differences 

^ and. 

19. And on account ot characteristic 
differences. 

Various differences ill tlieir nature are des- 
cribed in the scripture. For example, the organs 
do not function in deep sleep, whereas the vital 
force does. The organs get tired, * but not the 
vital force. The loss of individual ' organs does 
not affect life, but the passing out of the vital 
force ends in the death of the body. The Sruti 
which speaks of the organs being called Prana for 
their having assumed its form is to be taken in a 
secondaiy sense, meaning that the organs follow 
the vital force even as the servants do their master. 
The vital force is the leader of the organs. There- 
fore the organs are independent principles. 

Topic .9; T he evolution of names and ' forms is the 
work of the Lord and not of the individual soul. 

39^1 1 rj II II 

The creation of name and form 3 
fout ftjISPET: by Him who does the tripartite (crea- 
tion) account of scriptural teaching. 

20. But the creation of names and 
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forms is by Him who does the tripartite 
(creation), for so the scriptures teach. 

A question is raised whether the individual 
soul or the Supreme’ Lord fashions gross objects of 
name and form after the three elements have been 
created by the Lord. In the Chhandogya 0. 2. we 
have the creation of the elements by the Lord. 
The next section says: ‘‘That Deity thought, 
‘Well, let me now enter those three deities (fire, 
earth, and water) as (lit. through) this living self 
(Jiva) and reveal names and forms’ ” (Chh. 0. 3. 
2). On the basis of this text the opponent holds 
that the fashioning of names and forms, that is. 
the creation of the gross world after the elements 
have been created, belongs to the individual soul 
.and not to the Lord. This Sutra refutes it and 
says that the word ‘Jiva’ in the text is syntacti- 
cally related with ‘entrance’ and not with the 
revealing of names nnd forms. The individual 
soul has not. the power to create t lie gross world. 
Moreover, the next sentence of that passage, 
“Then that Deity having said, ‘Let me make each 
of these three (elements) tripartite’ ’ ’ etc. (Chh. 
4L 3. 3), clearly shows that the Supreme Lord 
alone reveals names and forms, and creates the 
gross elements and this world. How then is the 
production of pots etc. by a potter to be 
♦explained? There also the Lord is the inner 
♦director. It is the Lord who resides in every- 
thing and directs the whole creation. 
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II II 


qWlfc Flesh etc. are effects of earth 33! 
according to the scriptures $d<4l : of the other two % 
also. 


21. Flesh etc. result from earthy 
according to the scriptures. So also as regards* 
the other two (viz. fire and water). 

Tripartite* earth, when assimilated by man, 
forms flesh etc. “The earth (food) when eaten* 
becomes threefold, ... its middle portion becomes- 
flesh, and its finest portion mind” (Chli. 6. 5. 1). 
So also we have to understand the effects of the* 
other two elements according to the scriptures. 
Water produces blood. Prana, etc., and fire pro- 
duees hone, marrow and the organ of speech. 

t^rrarrrT, rrir^rsFr: n ^ n 

On account of the preponderance g but 
that special name. 

22. But on account of the preponder- 
ance (of a particular element in them the 
gross elements) are so named (after it). 

An objection is raised, if all the gross 
elements contain the three fine elements, 
then why such distinctions as “This is water/ * 
“This is earth,” “This is fire”? The Sutra 
refutes this objection saying that as the fine- 
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•elements are not found in equal proportion in each 
of the gross elements, they are named after that 
fine element which preponderates in their consti- 
tution. The repetition of “that special name” is 
to show i hat the chapter ends here. 



CHAPTER III 


Section i 

In the second chapter all objections based on 
the vSruti and reasoning against the Yedantic view 
have been refuted. It has been shown that all 
other views are incorrect, and that the so-called 
scriptural contradictions do not exist with respect 
to the Yedantie view. Further, it has been shown 
that all entities different from the soul (like 
Prana etc.) spring from Brahman and for 
the enjoyment of the soul. In this chapter 
the souPs travels to the different regions accom- 
panied by those adjuncts are discussed to produce- 
a spirit of dispassion. 

Topic I ; The sovl, when passing out of the body 
at death is enveloped with fine particles of 
the gross elements. 

wnanq || ^ || 

With a view to obtaining a fresh 
body goes enveloped (with subtle parts 

of the elements) (so it is known) from 

the question and answer. 

1 . (The soul) goes (out of the body) 
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enveloped (with subtle parts of the elements) 
with a view to obtaining a fresh body ; (so it 
is known) from the question and answer 
(in the scripture). 

The Sutra discusses whether in transmigration 
the soul takes with it subtle parts of the gross 
elements as tin* seed, as it were, for the future 
body. The opponent holds that it does not take 
them, for it is useless, because the elements are 
easily available everywhere. Moreover, in the 
absence of a definite opinion to the contrary in the 
scriptures, we have to understand that the soul 
does not take subtle parts of the elements with it. 
This Sutra refutes that view and says that the 
soul does take with it subtle parts of the elements; 
that this is a fact is known from the question and 
answer that occurs in the scriptures. “Do you 
know why in the fifth oblation water is called 
man?” (Chh. 5. 3* 3). This is the question, and 
the answer is given in the whole passage which, 
after explaining how the five oblations in the 
form, of Sraddha (liquid oblations in subtle form), 
Soma, rain, food, and seed are offered in the five 
‘fires' (i.e. objects imagined to be fires for the sake 
of Upasana) — the heavens, Parjanya (rain-god), 
earth, man, and woman — ends, “For this reason is 
water in the fifth oblation called man.” From 
this we understand that the soul goes enveloped 
with water (same as Sraddha). Moreover, though 
the elements are available everywhere, yet the 
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seeds for a future body are not so easily available. 
Again the adjuncts of the individual soul, viz. the 
organs etc. which go with it (Yide Brih. 4. 4. 2) 
cannot accompany it unless there is a material 
basis. 

II R I 

^RWc^lcT On account of (water) consisting of 
three elements g but on account of the pre- 

ponderance (of water). 

2. On account of (water) consisting of 
three elements (the soul goes enveloped by 
all these elements and not merely water) ; 
but (water alone is mentioned in the text) 
on account of its preponderance (in the 
human body). 

An objection is raised that the text mentions 
only water, and not the other elements as accom- 
panying the soul. The Sutra says that in water 
are found the other two elements also according to 
the tripartite creation of the gross elements. 
Hence all the three elements accompany the soul. 
The mention of water is indicatory and includes 
all the elements. With mere water no body can 
be formed. But as the watery portion in the body 
is preponderant, water only is mentioned in the 
text. 

jn°p#s* ii 3 H 

SIWUl: Because of the going of the sense-organs ^ 
and. 
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3. And because of the going of the 
organs (with the soul, the elements also 
accompany the soul). 

“When it departs, the vital force follows. 
When the vital force departs, all the organs 
follow” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). Since the organs go with 
the soul, they must have a material base; hence 
.also it is inferred that water and other elements 
follow the soul, thus forming* a basis for the 
organs. 

II * II 

Entering into tire etc. sjifo from the 
scriptures it be said *T not so on 

account of its being so said in a secondary sense. 

4. If it be said (that the organs do 
not follow the soul), for the scriptures 
declare their entering into fire etc., (we say) 
not so, on account of its being so said in a 
secondary sense. 

“When the vocal organ of a man who dies is 
merged in the fire, the nose in the air,” etc. (Brih. 
•3. 2. 13). This text shows that at the time of 
death the organs are resolved into their presiding 
deities, and hence it cannot be said that they 
accompany the soul. This Sutra refutes that view 
and says that such interpretations would go against 
many texts which declare that they do accompany 
the soul, as, for example: “When it departs, the 
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vital force , follows; when the vital force departs, 
all the organs follow” (Brill. 4. 4. 2). Hence the 
text cited must be interpreted in a secondary sense 
like the words, “The hair on the body in the 
herbs” (Brill. 8. 2. 13). 

JpmS’HcWTfeffr rfT ^ II II 

Wt In the first of the oblations not being 

mentioned ?fcf if it be said 3 not so tTqf that 
only (/.e. water) because : on account of the 
appropriateness. 

5. If it be objected on account of 
(water) not being mentioned in the fbtst of 
the oblations, (we say) not so, because that 
{niz. water) only (is meant by the word 
\Sraddh*V) on account of the appropriate- 
ness (of such an interpretation). 

An objection is raised that as there is no men- 
tion of water in the first oblation: “On that altar 
the gods offer Sraddha as oblation” (Chk. 5. 4. 2), 
but only Sraddlia (faith) is mentioned, to substi- 
tute water for Sraddha will be arbitrary. So how 
can it be ascertained “that in the fifth oblation 
water is called man”? The Sutra says that by 
‘Sraddlia' water is meant, for in that case alone 
syntactical unity of the whole passage remains 
undisturbed. Otherwise the question and answer 
would not agree. Moreover, faith (Sraddhab 
which is a mental attribute, cannot be offered o& 
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an oblation. AVater is also called Sraddlia in the- 
Sruti texts: “Sraddlia indeed is water” (Taitt. 
Sam. 1. 6. 8. 1). 

, *r, ssrf^KTfaii ir#r: n 5 n 

SlWcWfd On account of not being mentioned in 
the Sruti if it be said «T not so the 

performers of sacrifices elc. being understood. 

6. % If it be said that on account of (the^ 
soul) not being mentioned in the text (the* 
soul does not depart enveloped with water 
etc.), (we say) not so, for it is understood 
(from the scriptures) that the Jivas who 
perform sacrifices etc. (alone go to heaven). 

'• An objection is raised that in the* Chhamlogya 
text cited (o. 3. 3), there is mention of water only 
but no reference to the soul; and it is explained 
how this water becomes man. So liow can it be 
taken that the soul departs enveloped with water 
and then is born again as man? This Sutra refutes 
it and says that if we examine all the scriptural 
texts like, “But they who being in the village' 
practise sacrifices and works of public utility and 
give alms, go to the (deity of) smoke ... to the 
moon” (Chh. 5. 1(1. 3-4”), which describe the- 
journey to the moon, we find that only the Jivas 
who perform such good acts go to heaven, and that 
in so doing they go enveloped with water, which 
is supplied bv the materials like curds etc. that 
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are offered as oblations in sacrifices; these assume 
a subtle form called Apurva and attach themselves 
to the sacrificer. 

*nTR , ?RT ft || vs II 

*TT3i In a secondary sense but on 

account of their (souls) not knowing the Self cWF so 
% because (Srutb declares. 

7. But (the souls’ being the food of 
the gods in heaven is used) in a secondary 
sense, on account of their not knowing the 
Self ; because (the Sruti) declares like that. 

In the scriptures it is stated that those who 
go to heaven become the food of the gods; so how 
could they be enjoying the fruits of their good 
actions in heaven? “That is Soma, the king. 
He is the food of the gods. They eat him” (Chh. 
o. 10. 4). This Sutra says that the word ‘food’ is 
used not in a primary sense, but metaphorically, 
meaning an object of enjoyment. Otherwise, if 
this is the fate of souls who go to heaven, texts 
like, “Those who want to go to heaven shall 
perform sacrifices” are meaningless. Therefore 
what the text means is that they are objects of 
enjoyment to the gods even as wives, children, and 
cattle are to men. Thus the Jivas, while giving 
t ‘ n j°y i ^ent to the gods, are happy, and rejoice 
with them in their turn. That they are objects of 
enjoyment, to the gods is known from texts like: 
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“While he who worships another deity . . . He* 
is like a beast to the gods. And as many beasts 
serve a man, so does every man serve the gods’ * 
(Brih. 1. 4. 10). 

Therefore it is decided that the soul goes 
enveloped with subtle parts of the elements when 
it goes to other spheres for enjoying the fruits of 
its good Karma. 

Topic 2; The souls descending from heaven have 
a residual Karma , which determines their birth. 

^ mu 

On the exhaustion of ((rood) work 
possessed of residual Karma as is known 

from the Sruti and Smriti as (it) went 

differently ^ and. 

8. On the exhaustion of (good) work 
(the soul) with the residual Karma (descends 
to this earth, as is known from the Sruti 
and Smriti, along the path (it) went by 
(from here) and differently too. 

A fresh topic is taken up for discussion — the 
descent of the soul from heaven. The question is 
raised whether it descends with any residual 
Karma or not. The opponent holds that there is 
no residual Karma, for Sruti says: “Having 
dwelt there till their work is consumed, they 
return again the way they went by” etc. (Chh. 5. 
10. 5), which means that all their Karma is 
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oxhau>hd ami there is nothing* left. Moreover, 
it is reasonable to think that Karma done in one 
life (as man ) is worked out in the next as god. 

The Sutra, refuting this view, says that what 
.is exhausted in heaven is only that Karina which 
gave the soul a birth as god in heaven, but on the 
exhaustion of this Karma the remaining Karma, 
good and bad, brings it back to earth. Otherwise it 
is difficult to explain the happiness or misery of a 
new-born child. .Neither is it possible that in one 
life the entire Karma of the previous life is worked 
out. For a man might have done both good work 
like saeri fines, as a result of which he is 
bom as a god, and bad work, which can 
be Worked out in an animal body; and 
the working out of both kinds of Karma simultane- 
ously in one birth is impossible. So 1 hough by the 
enjoyment of heaven the result of ‘good work like 
sacrifices etc. is exhausted, there are other Kaunas 
in store according to which a man is born again in 
good or bad environments. The Sruti says, 
“Those whoso conduct has been good will quickly 
attain some good birth** etc. (t*hh. o. 10. 7). The 
Smriti also says, “With the remainder of their 
Karina they are born in a noteworthy place, caste, 
and family, with becoming appearance, longevity, 
knowledge, wealth, happiness, and intellect.” So 
the soul is born with residual Karma. By what 
way does it descend? Following the same way that 
:it went by, but with some difference. That they 
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follow the same way as they went by, is under- 
stood from the mention of smoke and ether in the 
path, (Vide Chh. 5. 10. 5), and that there is some 
difference too is known from the fact that the text 
omits night etc. (Vide Chh. 5. 10. 3), but mist 
etc. are mentioned (Vide Chh. 5. 10. 6). 

f%fa: ii s ii 

Oil account ot’ conduct 5% %cT if it be said 
£* n >t so to denote indirectly ^ thus 

(the sage) K&rshn&jini (thinks). 

9. If it be said that on account of 
conduct (the assumption of residual Karma 
is not necessary for a re-birth on earth), (we 
say) not so, (for the word ‘conduct’ is used) 
to denote indirectly (the remaining Karma). 
So (thinks) Karshnajini. 

In the text cited (Chh. 5. 10. 7) the Sruti says 
those of ‘good conduct’ get a good birth. Now 
conduct is one thing, and residual Karma quite 
another thing, even according to the Sru^i (Vide 
Brih. 4. 4. 5). Since the Sruti does not mention 
residual Karma, the soul is not born with any 
Karma, conduct alone being the cause of good 
birth. This is the main objection. This the Sutra 
refutes and says that ‘conduct’ here is used to 
denote good Karma. It is a case of Ajahat 
Lakshana, conduct standing for karma which is 
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dependent on good conduct. This is the view of 
the sage Karshnajini. 

srew Vlftfa II *© II 

1 rrelevancy #%Tif it be said «T not so 
on account of dependence on that. 

10. If it be said (by such interpreta- 
tion of the word ‘conduct’ good conduct 
would become) purposeless, (we say) not so, 
on account of (Karma) being dependent on 
that (good conduct). 

An objection is raised that if the word ‘con- 
duct’ be interpreted indirectly to mean ‘residual 
Karma \ leaving its direct meaning, then good con- 
duct would be purposeless in man’s life, as it has 
no result of its own, not being a cause of the quali- 
ty of the new birth. Tile Sutra denies this on the 
ground that only those who are of good conduct 
are expected to perform Yedic sacrifices. “Hinv 
who is devoid of good conduct the Vedas do not 
purify.” Tims good conduct is an aid to Karma 
and therefore has a purpose. So it is the view of 
Karsh nig ini that it is Karma and not conduct 
that is the cause of the new birth. 

3 5TRft: it V< II 

Good and evil work merely thus 
3 hut «u^R: Bail ; iv i. 

11. But (conduct) is merely good and. 
evil work: thus (the sage'! Badari (thinks). 
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This Sutra says that as a matter of fact there 
is no difference between conduct and Karina in 
common parlance, for people say of a person who 
performs sacrifices etc. ‘ 4 That man practises right- 
eousness,” showing thereby that ‘conduct* is used 
in the general sense of action. Thus ‘men of good 
conduct* means those whose actions (Karma) are 
praiseworthy. 

Therefore it is settled that those who go to 
lieaven performing sacrifices have residual Karma, 
as the cause of a new birth on earth. 

Topic 3: The fate after death of those souls whose 
actions do not entitle them to go to the lunar world . 

^ ii ii 

Of those who do not perform sacri* 
f3c.es etc. even ^ also SJcTU * s declared by the 
Sruti. 

12. The Sruti declares (the going to 
the lunar world etc.) also of even those who 
do not perform sacrifices etc. 

Now the question of those who do not per- 
forin sacrifices etc. is taken up for discussion. The 
opponent holds that even they go to heaven, though 
they may not enjoy there like the performers of 
sacrifices etc., because they too require the fifth 
oblation for a new birth, and also because the 
scriptures directly say that all go to heaven: “All 
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who depart from this world go to the moon” (Kan. 

1 . 2 ). 


TO 




ii ^ ii 


In the abode of Yania g but 8?3^ having 
experienced others (than the performers of 

sacrifices etc.) the ascent and descent 

cT^Tfer <*Hi<such a passage being declared by the 
Sr ut i. 

13 . But of others (L'e. those who have 
not performed sacrifices etc.) the ascent is 
to the abode of Yama, and after having 
experienced (the result of their evil works) 
the descent (to the earth again takes place). 
On account of such a passage (for the evil- 
doer) being declared by the Sruti. 

This Sutra refutes the view of the lust Sutra 
and says (hat evil-doers go not to heaven, but to 
the world of Yama, where they suffer and then 
descend again to earth. “The hereafter never 
rises before an ignorant person . . . thus he falls 
again and again under my sway” (Kath. 1. 2. 6). 
The ascent to the moon is only for the enjoyment 
of the fruits of good works and not for any other 
purpose; so the evil-doers do not go there. 


strcfcr ^ n ii 

rhe Smritis declare ^ also. 
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14. The Smritis also declare (thus). 

Maim and others sav that the evil -doors go to 
'hell and suffer tliere. 

^ m II II 

#T ^ Moreover tfH seven. 

’ 15. Moreover there are seven (hells). 

There are seven hells mentioned in ilie Purfi- 
nas, to which the evil-doers are east to expiate 
their sins through suffering. 

<T5rTft ^ n n n 

There stf? oven ^ and on account of 

his control st&Cfa: there is no contradiction. 

16. And on account of his (Yama’s) /; 
^control even there (in those hells), there is^ 
no contradiction. 

An objection is raised that since according to 
the Sruti the evil-doers suiter at ihe hands of Yania 
how is this possible in the hell called Liaurava, 
Avhere ('hitragupta is ihe presiding deity? The 
Sutra says that there is no contradiction, as 
•Ohifragupta is directed by Yama. 

§ U'-tMe-IH II '<* || 

fTORFPtfk Of knowledge and work thus but 
on account of their being the subject under 
discussion. 

17. But (the reference is to the two 
roads) of knowledge and work ; thus (we 
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have to understand) on account of their 
being the subject under discussion. 

“Now those who go along neither of these 
Aviivs become those tiny, continually rotating 
creatures of which it may he said, ‘Be born and 
die. * This is the third place. That is why that 
world (heaven) never becomes full” (Chh. 5. 10. 8} 
The two ways mentioned in this text we have to 
take as referring to those of knowledge and work, 
on account of these being the subject under dis- 
cussion. Knowledge and work are the means to 
go along the Devayana, and Pitriyana routes. For 
those who are not entitled to go through knowledge 
along the Devayana, the route leading to the gods, 
or through sacrifices etc. to the Pitriyana, the route 
leading to the fathers, the Sruti declares a third 
place, distinct from flic Bra lima loka and the Chan- 
draloka. That the evil-doers, who form a separate 
group, go to this third place, and not to heaven, 
is made all the more explicit by the words, “That 
is why that world ^ heaven) never becomes full' " 
t'Clih. 5. 10. 8). The -word ‘but’ refutes a possi- 
ble doubt arising from a text belonging to another 
Sakha; vide Kau. 1.2. So the Kaushitaki text 
which says that all go to the sphere of the moon, 
means all those who have performed good Karma of 
whatever kind, and does not include evil-doers. 

* II II 

•I Not <yfl«l in the third tPTT so it Winjr seen. 
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18. (The specification about five 
oblations does) not (apply) to the third 
(place), for so it is seen (from the scrip- 
tures). 

It li as been said in Clili. 3. 3. 3, which is quot- 
ed in the first Sutra of this section, that tin? Jiva 
attains a new birth after five oblations. So at 
least for getting a new body the evil-doer will have 
to go to the moon, to complete the five oblations 
that cause the new birth. This Sutra says that the 
rule about the live oblations does not apply in the 
case of evil-doers, for they are hoi n irrespective of 
the oblations, because the Sruti says, “ ‘Be horn 
and die/ This is the third place/’ That rule 
applies only to the performers of sacrifices etc. 

^ ii n ii 

Aro vwortletl also ^ ami «5t% in the, 

world. 

19. And moreover (cases of birth 
without the completion of the live oblations) 
are recorded in the world. 

A further argument is given to show that the 
five oblations are not absolutely necessary for a 
future birth, and lienee the evil-doers need not 
go to heaven just for conforming to this rule. For 
in cases like that of Drona, who had no mother, 
and of Dhrishtadyumna, who had neither father nor 
mother, the last two oblations respectively were 
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absent. 1 1 euro the rule about the five oblations is. 
not universal, but applies only to those who per- 
form sacrifices. 

II R© II 

aeeount of observation ^ also. 

20. Also on account of observation. 

That this rule* about the five oblations is not 
universal is also seen from the fact that of the four 
kinds of life, viviparous, oviparous, life springing 
from moisture, and plant life, the last two are born 
without any mating and consequently there is not 
the fifth oblation in their case. 

11 v< n 

Inclusion in the third term 
of that which springs from moisture. 

21 . The third term (Le. plant life)* 
includes that which springs from moisture- 

There are four kinds of organic beings as des- 
cribed in tin* last Sutra. But the Cliliandogya 
Tpauishad b. ft. 1 mentions only three kinds. This 
Sutra says that, it makes no difference for that 
which springs from moisture is included in plant 
life (Ihlbhid). since they both germinate , one from 
the (»arth and the other from water etc. 

lienee il is a settled fact that the evil-doers* 
Ao wot go to hv-*ve\\ \vwt only those who perform! 
sacrifices. 
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Topic 4: Tlic soul in its descent from the moon does 
not become identified with ether etc. but attain* 
similarity of nature. 

: |[ ^ || 

Attainment of a similarity of 
nature with them : being reasonable, 

22. (The soul when descending from 
Chandraloka) attains similarity of nature 
with them ( i.e . with ether, air, etc.), (that 
alone) being reasonable. 

It has been said that the righteous who des- 
cend from the moon descend by the same path as 
they ascended by, but with some differences. “They 
return again that way as they came by, to the 
ether, from the ether to the air; the saerifieer hav- 
ing become air, becomes smoke,” etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 
f>). Now the question is whether the souls of 
such persons actually attain identity with ether, 
smoke, etc., or only attain a similar nature. The 
Sutra says that the souls do not attain identity with 
them, for it is impossible. A thing cannot become* 
another of a different nature. What the text 
means, therefore, is that it attains similarity of 
nature — becomes like ether, air, etc. The soul 
assumes a subtle form like ether, conies under the 
influence of air and is connected with smoke, etc. 
Therefore similarity of nature and not identity \s 
meant. 
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Topic -J; The entire descent of the soul takes 
only a short time. 

«T Not ejfdWw in vtry long time on 

account of thj spjcial declaration. 

23. (The soul's descent from the moon 
through the various stages up to the earth 
takes) not very long time, on account of a 
special declaration (of the Srutis with 
respect to the stages after that as taking 
time). 

The question is raised whether the descending 
soul, when it attains similarity of nature with 
(‘flier, air, etc., remains in those stages pretty 
long, or attains the next stages quickly one after 
another. This Sutra says that it passes through 
them quickly. “Then he is born as rice and corn, 
herbs and trees, sesamum and beans. From 
thence the escape is beset with many more diffi- 
culties’ J (Chh. ">. 10. 0). Thus the stages after 
coming down on earth through rain the Sruti 
particularly characterizes as hard to escape from, 
thereby hinting that the escape from the earlier 
stages is easy and attained quickly. 

Topic (i : H hen the souls enter into plants etc. 
they only yet connected with them and do not 
participate in their life. 

Into what is ruled by another 
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as in the previous eases for so the Sruti 

states. 

24- (The descending soul enters) into 
what is ruled by another (Jiva or soul) as 
in the previous cases (viz. becoming ether 
etc.) ; for so the Sruti states. 

A view is put forward that the soul’s passage 
through the stages of coin etc. is not a mere con- 
nection with them, as in the earlier stages with 
ether etc*., but that it is actually born in the form 
of corn etc. For the Sruti says, “Then he is horn 
as rice ,? etc. ((’hli. o. 10. 0). ft also seems 
reasonable that those who fall from heaven after 
having exhausted their good deeds should he 
born as herbs, plants, etc., owing to their bad 
Karma such as the killing of animals that 
remains. So the word ‘born’ is to be taken 
literally. The Sutra refutes this view and says 
that the word ‘born’ implies mere connection with 
corn, herbs, etc., which arc animated by other 
souls actually born as such. For in these stages 
there is no reference to their Karma, even as in 
the earlier stages of ether etc. They enter these 
plants etc. independently of their Karma, and 
while there, they do not experience the fruits at 
all. VV here birth in the primary sense takes 
place and experience of the fruits of action begins, 
it is made clear by a reference to Karma, as in, 
“Those whose conduct has been good will quickly 
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iiUaiii m good birth” (Chli. 0. 10. 7). Therefore 
tile descending souls only dwell, as it were, in 
plants etc. animated by other souls till they get 
the opportunity for a new birth. 

5^5^ II Va II 

3i§}4*< IT n holy %cXjf it be said ^ not so 

on account of scriptural authority. 

25. If it be said (that sacrifices, which 
entail the killing of animals etc.) are unholy, 
(we say) not so, on account of scriptural 
authority. 

This Sutra refutes the point raised by the 
opponent- in the previous Sutra that the descend- 
ing* soul is enveloped by iis bad Karina sucli as 
the killing of animals in sacrifices and so is bom 
as herbs etc. The killing of animals eto* in 
sacrifices does not entail any bad Karma for the 
person, for it is sanctioned by the scriptures. 

fcr. ftnqfcTts*! ii ^ ii 

Connection with one who performs 
the act of generation then. 

26. Then (the soul gets) connected' 
with him who performs the act of genera- 
tion. 

“For whoever eats food and performs the act 
of generation, (the soul) becomes one with him” 
(Chli. 5. 10. (>). Here the soul’s becoming- 
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literally identical with the person is impossible v 
and we have to understand that it gets connected 
with him. This further proves that the soul’s- 
becoming plants etc. in the immediately preced- 
ing stages is also mere connection with them and 
not actual birth as such. 

II II 

Prom the womb SRfa^body. 

27. From the womb a (new) body 
(results). 

Finally the actual birth of the soul is referred 
to in this Sutra. Till now it was only a connec- 
tion with the successive stages, but now through 
its connection with a person performing the. act of 
generation the soul enters the woman and there 
gets. a new body fit for experiencing the results oft 
its past residual Karma. 



rH AFTER. Til 


Section ii 

In the last section the passage of the soul to 
•different spheres and its return have been 
explained. There are people who get disgusted 
with Karma oi* sacrifices leading to such a fate of 
the soul and become dispassionate. In order to 
.make them grasp the true import of the Maha- 
Takyas or the great Vedie dicta, this section sets 
itself to elucidate the true nature of ‘That’ and 
‘thou’ contained in the Mahavakya, “That thou 
art.” In the last section the waking state of the 
soul (the ‘thou’) has been fully described. Now 
its dream state is taken up for discussion, to show 
that tin* soul is self-luminous. In this way the 
three states of the soul, riz. waking, dream, and 
deep sleep, will be shown to be merely illusory, 
and thus the emisequent identity of the Jiva and 
Brahman will be established. 

7 opie 1: The ton I in the dream state. 

fe II '< II 

In the intermediate stage (between waking 
and deep sleep, i.e. in tho dream state.) (there 
is real) creation (Sruti) says so % because. 
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1. In the intermediate stage (between 
waking and deep sleep, there is a real) crea- 
tion, because (the Sruti) says so. 

The question is raised whether the creation 
which one experiences in the dream state is as 
real as this world of ours, or merely Maya, false, 
as compared with this waking world. This Sutra, 
which gives the view of the opponent, holds that, 
it is just as real, for the Sruti declares, “There 
are no chariots, nor horses to be yoked to them, 
nor roads there, but he himself creates the 
chariots, horses, and roads. For he is the agent” 
(Brih. 4. 3. 10). Moreover, we do not find any 
difference between the experience of the waking 
state and that of the dream slate. A meal taken 
in dream has the effect of giving satisfaction even 
as in the waking state. Therefore the creation of’ 
the dream state is real and springs from the Lord' 
Himself, even as He creates ether etc. 

II R II 

W Creator ^ and some (the followers of 
particular S&kli&s of the Vedas) sons etc. ^ 

and. 

2. And some (Sakhas or recensions)' 
(state the Self or the Supreme Lord to be) 
the creator (of objects of desires while we 
are asleep) and (objects of desires there- 
stand for) sons etc. 
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A fiu-t lu» r argument is given by the opponent 
rl hn t till 1 creation even in dreams is by the Lord 
Himself. “He who is awake in us shaping* objects 
of desire while we are asleep . .• . that is 
lira lima n (Karh. k J. "). S). Sons etc. are the 
objects of desire that lie creates. So, as in the 
•ease of the waiving* state, even in dreams the Lord 
Himself creates, and hence the world of dreams is 
also real. Therefore the dream world is not false 
hut ical like this Vyavaharika (phenomenal) 
world of ours. 


II 3 II 


Hmtm Mere illusion 3 but in tolo 

on account of its nature not being 

manifest. 


S. Hut (the dream world is) mere illu- 
sion, on account of its nature not being 
manifest with the totality (of attributes of 
the waking state). 

‘Hut’ d iseards the view” expressed by the two 
previous Sutras. The natuie of llie dream world 
does not agree in tofo with that of the waking 
world with respect to time, place, cause, and non- 
contradiction, and as such that w'orld is not real 
like (1 ic waking world. There can be no appro- 
priate time, place or cause in the dream state. 
Inside the body, there is not enough space for 
■objects like chaiiots, horses, etc., and in a dream 
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the soul does not leave the body; lor if it did, then 
one who dreams of having* gone to America would 
find himself there on waking while he went to 
sleep in India. Nor is the midnight proper time 
for an eclipse of the sun seen in a dream, nor can 
we conceive a child’s getting children in a dream 
to be real. Moreover, even in dreams we see 
objects seen being transformed, as for example, 
when we see a tree turn into a mountain. “He 
himself creates the chariots etc.” (Brill. 4. d. 10), 
only means that objects which have no reality 
appear to exist in dreams just as silver does in a 
mother-of-pearl. The argument that the dream 
world is real because it is also a creation of the 
Supreme Lord, like this waking world, is not true, 
for the dream world is not the creation of the Lord 
but of the individual soul. ‘‘When he dreams 
. . . himself puts the body aside and himself 
creates (a dream body in its place)” (Brih. 4. L 
*9). This text clearly proves that it is the diva 
that creates in dreams and not the Lord. 

ft ^ n u 

Omen ^ but % for from the Sruti 

say ^ .also experts in dream-reading. 

4. But (though the dream-world is an 
illusion) yet it serves as an omen, for (so we 
find) in the Sruti, (and) expert dream-readers 
also say (thus). 

Lest it he thought that because the dream- 
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world is ;m illusion, even the results indicated by 
dreams are to be so regarded, iliis Sutra says that 
t liese dreams are yet capable of forecasting events 
or good and bad fortune. The thing indicated by 
these dreams is real, though ihe dreams themselves 
are unreal, even as the appearance of silver in a 
mother-of-pearl, though false, produces jov in us„ 
which is real. The Sruti also says so: “If in 
this dream he sees a woman, let him know this to- 
be a sign that his sacrifice has succeeded” (Ohli. 
b. 2. 8). 

fattferq , <rm wm 

5Fv^cf^fr ii \ ii 

By meditation on the Supreme Lord 
3 but fct^ffedHL that which is covered (by ignorance) 
from Him (the Lord) % for of the soul 
bondage and its opposite, ?.c. freedom. 

5. Rut by meditation on the Supreme 
Lord, that which is covered (by ignorance,. 
•riz. % the similarity of the Lord and soul, 
becomes manifest); for from Him (the 
Lord) are its (the soul's) bondage and 
freedom. 

It lias been shown that the dream-world is 
false, llut an objection is raised against it. The 
individual soul is but a part of the Supreme Soul 
and therefore shares Its power of knowledge and 
ruler ship even as a spark and fire have alike the 
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power of burning. As such it must also be able 
to create at will like the Lord. This Sutra refutes 
it and says that that rulership is covered by 
ignorance in the Jiva state and gets manifested 
only when in the state of meditation on the Lord 
this ignorance is destroyed by the knowledge ‘I 
am Brahman/ “When that god is known all 
fetters fall oh. . . . From meditating on him 
there arises, on the dissolution of the body, the 
third state, that of universal Lordship” (Svet. 
1. 11). Till then the Jiva cannot create at will 
anything real. Moreover, this does not come to 
man spontaneously, since the bondage and free- 
dom of the individual soul come from the Lord. 
That is to say, ignorance of His true nature 
causes bondage, and the knowledge of it results in 
freedom. 

n 5 n 

From its connection with the body 31 and 
that (the covering of its rulership) also. 

6. And that (the covering of the soul's 
rulership) also (results) from its connection 
with the body. 

A cause for this covering up of the soul's 
rulership is given; and that is its connection with 
the body etc. Because of these limiting adjuncts, 
the result of nescience, its knowledge and ruler- 
ship remain hidden, and this lasts so long as it 
erroneously thinks itself as the body etc. Hence 
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though the soul is not different from the Lord, its 
powers remain liidden. 

Topic, 2: The soul in dreamless sleep. 

Now the state of deep sleep or Sushupti is 
taken up for discussion. 

^ II ^ II 

Absence of that (dreaming), in other 
words Sushupti in the nerves ^ and in 

the Self as it is known from the Sruti. 

7. The absence of that (dreaming, i.e. 
dreamless wsleep takes place) in the nerves 
and in the Self, as it is known from the 
Sruti. 

In different texts Sushupti (deep sleep) is said 
to take place under different conditions. “And 
when a man is asleep ... so that lie sees no 
dreams, then he has entered into those nerves 
(Nadis)” (Chli. 8. G. 3); “Through them he moves 
forth and rests in the pericardium, i.e. in the 
region of the heart” (Brih. 2. 1. 19); “When 
this being full of consciousness is asleep . . . lies 
in the ether i.e. the real Self which is in the 
heart” (Brih. 2. 1. 17). Now the question arises 
whether Sushupti takes place in any one of these 
places, i.e. whether these are to be taken as alter- 
natives, or whether they are to be taken as stand- 
ing in mutual relation so as to refer to one place 
only. The opponent holds that as all the words 
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standing for the places enumerated are in the 
same ease, viz. the locative ease, in the texts, they 
are co-ordinate and therefore alternatives. if 
mutual relation was meant, then different case- 
endings would be used by the Sruti. This Sutra 
says that they are to be taken as standing in 
mutual relation denoting the same place. 

There is no alternative here, for by allowing 
option between two Vedic statements we lessen 
the authority of the Veda, since the adoption of 
■cither alternative sublates for the time being the 
authority of the other alternative. Moreover, the 
same ease is used where tilings serve different 
purposes and have to he combined, as, for 
example, when we say, “lit' sleeps in ihe palace, 
he sleeps on a couch,” where we have* to combine 
the two locatives into one as “He sleeps on a 
couch in the palace.” Similarly here the differ- 
ent texts have to he combined, meaning that the 
•soul goes through the nerves to the region of the 
’heart, and there rests in Brahman. 

It may he questioned why, then, in deep 
sleep we do not experience the relation of sup- 
porter and that which is supported with respect to 
"Brahman and the diva. It is because the 
individual soul covered with ignorance is lost in 
Hrahman even as a pot of water in a lake and so 
lias no separate existence. “He becomes united 
with the True, he is gone to his own (Self)” 
dChli. 0. 8. 1). Moreover, in the following text 
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the three places are mentioned together, “In 
these the person is when sleeping he sees no- 
dreams. Then he becomes one with the Prana 
(Brahman) alone” (Kau. 4. 20). Hence Brahman 
is Ihe soul’s place of rest in deep sleep. 

am: reBTrsHTPl. II ^ II 

3m: H ence awakening from this. 

8. Hence the awakening from this (i.e~ 
Brahman). 

‘‘In the same manner, my son, all these* 
creatures, when they have come hack from the* 
True, know not that they have come back from 
the True” (Chiu f>. 10. 2). In this text the Sruti 
states that when the diva returns after deep sleep 
to the waking state, it returns from the True or 
Brahman, thereby showing that in Sushupti Jiva 
is merged in Brahman and not in the nerves Hita 
etc. Bui as it is covered by ignorance it does not 
realize its identity with Brahman in Sushupti. 

To pir The selfsame soul returns front 

Sushupti. 

h 53, it it 

RtRl The selfsame soul 3 but 
fafavsT: on account of Karma, memory, scriptural 
authority, and precept. 

9. But the selfsame soul (returns from 
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Brahman after bushupti) on account of 
work, memory, scriptural authority, and 
precept. 

A quest ion is raised here that just as when a 
drop of water has merged in the oc ean it is diffi- 
cult to pick it out again, so also when the ,Tiva 
has merged in Brahman it is difficult to say that 
the selfsame Jiva arises from It after Sushupti. 
So we have to take that some soul arises after 
Sushupti from Brahman. There can be no rule 
that the same soul arises from It. The Sutra 
refutes this and says that the selfsame soul comes 
back after Sushupti for the following reasons : 
{1) What has been partly done by a person before 
going to sleep, we find him finishing after he 
wakes up. Tf it were not the same soul, then the 
latter would have no interest in finishing what has 
been partly done by another. (2) From our 
•experience of identity of personality before and 
after sleep. (3) From our memory of past events. 
(4) From scriptural authority as in texts like, 
“Whatever these creatures are here, whether a 
tiger, or a lion, or a wolf, or a boar . . . that they 
become again (Chh. 0. 9. 3), we find that the 
selfsame soul returns from Brahman after 
Sushupti. (5) If the person who goes to sleep and 
he who rises after it be different, then scriptural 
precepts either as regards work or knowledge 
would be meaningless. For if a person can attain 
identity for ever with Brahman by merely going 
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to sleep, then scriptural instruction would be 
useless to attain Liberation. 

Therefore it is the selfsame soul that rises from 
.Brahman after Sushupti. The case of the drop of 
water is not quite analogous, for a drop of water 
merges in tin ocean without any adjuncts and so- 
is lost for ever; but the diva merges in Brahman 
with its adjuncts. So the identical diva rises 
again from Brahman owing to its Karma and 
ignorance, which do not allow it to bo lost in 
Brahma n irrevocably. 

Topic 4: The nature of a virtual. 

giqrssfaqffi:, qfti^Trj n u 

In a swoon partial attainment of the 

state of deep sleep as the only alternative 

left. 

10. In a swoon (there is the) partial 
attainment of the state of deep sleep, as- 
that is the only alternative left. 

The question of swoon is taken np for discus- 
sion. There arc only three states of a soul while 
living in tin* body — waking, dream, and deep 
sleep. Its fourth state is death. The condition of 
swoon cannot come in as a fifth state, as no such 
state is known. So what is it? Is it a separate 
state of (he soul, or is it but one of these states?' 
It cannot be waking or dream, for there is no eon- 
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sciousness or experience of anything. It is not 
deep sleep, for that gives happiness, which swoon 
does not. Nor is it death, for the soul returns to' 
life. So the only alternative left is that in a 
swoon the soul partially attains the state of deep 
sleep, inasmuch as there is no consciousness in 
that state and it returns to life, and partially that 
of death, as is seen from the soul’s experience of 
misery and pain in that state resulting in dis- 
torted face and limbs. It is a separate state, 
though it happens occasionally, and the reason 
why it is not considered a fifth state is because it 
is a mixture of the other two states. 

,! Topic 5: The nature of the Supreme Brahman . 

The preceding four topics deal with the 
nature of ‘thou’ or the apparent self. By proving 
that the creation in dreams is false, it has been 
shown that though the Jiva appears apparently 
to enjoy happiness and misery, yet in reality il is 
unattached. By its mergence in Brahman in 
deep sleep that detachment has been firmly estab- 
lished. By saying that the selfsame Jiva returns 
from sleep the doubt as to its non-permanenev has 
been refuted. By a reference to swoon it lias 
been explained that though all expressions of life 
are extinct in that state still the Jiva is there, 
and hence one can be sure that even after death 
the soul continues to exist. Thus it has been 
shown that the soul is self-luminous, of the* 
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nature of consciousness, having pleasure in itself 
only, and beyond the various states. Having 
described the nature of ‘thou’, the nature of 
'That’ is taken up for discussion in the succeeding 
Sutras. 

* ^rr^tsfq n n w 

51 Not from (difference of) place even 

TO 2 ? of Brahman twofold charact eristic fe 

because throughout (the scriptures teach other- 
wise). 

11. Even from (difference of) place a 
twofold characteristic cannot (be predi- 
cated) of Brahman, because throughout (the 
scriptures teach It to be otherwise, i.e. 
without any qualities). 

In the scriptures we find two kinds of 
description about Brahman. Some texts describe 
It as qualified and some as unqualified. “From 
whom all activities, all desires, all odours, and all 
tastes proceed’ * (Chh. 3. 14. 2) speak of attributes; 
again “It is neither gross nor minute, neither 
short nor long, neither redness nor moisture” etc. 
(Brih. 3. 8. 8). Are we to take that both are true 
of Brahman according as It is or is not connected 
with adjuncts, or have we to take only one of 
them as true and the other as false, and if so, 
which, and on what grounds? The Sutra says 
that both cannot be predicated of one and the 
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same Brahman, for it is against experience. One 
and the same thing cannot have two contradictory 
natures at the same time. Nor does the mere 
connection of a thing with another change its 
nature, even as the redness of a flower reflected 
in a crystal does not change the nature of the 
•crystal, which is colourless. The imputation of 
redness is due lo ignorance and not real. Neither 
can a thing change its real nature : it means des- 
truction. Kven so in the case of Brahman, Its 
•connection with adjuncts like earth etc. is a 
product of nescience. Hence between the two 
aspects of Brahman we have to accept that which 
is attributeless as Its true nature, for throughout 
the scriptures we find Brahman so described to the 
exclusion of Its qualified aspects. “It is without 
sound, without touch, form, and decay” etc. 
(Kath. 1. 3. 15). The other description of Brah- 
man is only for the sake of Hpasana and is not Its 
real nature. 

* ^ II RR II 

«T Not so on account of difference (being 

taught in the sciptures) %Iif it be said not so 
afc^PW^with respect to each because of the 

declaration of the opposite of that. 

li. If it be said (that it is) not so 
"On account of difference (being taught in 
the scriptures), (we reply) not so, because 
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with respect to each (such form) the Sruti 
declares the opposite of that. 

We find that the scripture declares Bralnnan 
as having dirfierent forms in different Yidyas or 
meditations. [n some It is described as having' 
four feet, in some as of sixteen digits (Kalas) or 
again as having for Its body the three worlds and 
being* called Vaisvanara, and so on. So we have 
to understand on scriptural authority that 
Brahman is also qualified. This Sutra refutes 
it and says that every such form due to TTpadhi is 
denied of Brahman in texts like, “The shining, 
immortal being who is in this earth, and the shin- 
ing, immortal, corporeal being in the body are 
but the Self’' (Brill. 2. 5. 1). Such texts show 
that in all l pad his like earth etc. the same 
Self is present, and hence there is only non- 
dift'erence,. oneness. It is not true that the Yedas 
inculcate the connection of Brahman with various 
iorms. With regard to what we take as different, 
tin* Sruti explains at every instance that the form 
is not true, and that in reality there is only one 
formless principle. 

n ii 

^ .Moreover TfsjJ^tlius some. 

13. Moreover some (teach) thus. 

Some Sakhas (recensions) of the Yedas direc- 
Iv teach that tin* manifold ness is not true, by 
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passing strictures on those who see difference. 
“He goes from death to death, who sees difference, 
as it were, in It” (Kath. 1. 4. 11); also llrih. 4. 
4. 19. 

31^7^ % |i || 

Formless ^ only f? verily on 

account of that being the main purport. 

14. Verily Brahman is only formless 
on account of that being the main purport 
(of all texts about Brahman). 

Brahman is only formless for all the texts 
that aim at teaching Brahman describe It as form- 
less. If Brahman be understood to have a form, 
then texts which describe It as formless would 
become purportless, and such a contingency with 
respect to the scriptures is unimaginable, for the 
scriptures throughout have a purport. On the 
other hand, texts dealing with qualified Brahman 
seek not to establish It, hut rather to enjoin 
meditations on Brahman. Therefore Barhman is- 
formless. 

II r <'A || 

Like light ^ and 3W^lfrL. not being pdr- 

portless. 

15. And like light (taking form in 
connection with bodies having form. 
Brahman takes form in connection with 
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Upadhis), because (texts ascribing form to 
Brahman) are not purportless. 

If Brahman is formless, what about the texts 
which describe It as having form? Are they 
superfluous? If Brahman is without form then all 
Upasanas of the Brahman with form would be 
futile, for how can the worship of such a false 
Brahman lead to Brahmaloka and other spheres? 
This Sutra explains that they are not without a 
purpose. Just as light, which has no form, 
appears to be great or small according to the 
aperture through which it enters a room and yet 
has the virtue of removing the darkness in the 
room, even so the formless Brahman appears to 
have a form, as being limited by adjuncts like 
earth etc. ; and the worship of such an illusory 
Brahman can help one to attain Brahmaloka etc., 
which are also illusory from the absolute stand- 
point. Hence these texts are not altogether 
purportless. This, however, does not contradict 
the position already established, viz. that Brah- 
man, though connected with limiting adjuncts, is 
not dual in character, because the effects of these 
cannot constitute attributes of a substance, and 
moreover these limiting adjuncts are all due to 
Nescience. 


sn?; ^ cRiran II II 

Declares ^ and that ii.e. intelligence) 

only. 
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16. And (the scripture)- declares (that 
Brahman is) that (i.e. intelligence) only. 

Now wliat is the nature of that formless Brah- 
man? 4 ‘As a lump of salt is without interior or 
exterior, entire, and purely salt in taste, even 
so is the Self without interior or exterior, entire, 
and Pure Intelligence alone” (Brill. 4. 5. 13). It 
is mere intelligence, self-effulgent, homogeneous, 
and without attributes. 

sprr srft n ^ it 

(Scripture) shows also thus ^fq also' 
(it is) stated by the Smritis. 

17. (The scripture) also shows (this,, 
and) thus also (is it) stated by the Smritis. 

That Brahman is without any attributes is 
also proved by the fact that the Sruti teaches 
about It by denying all characteristics to It. 
“Now therefore the description (of Brahman) : 
‘Not this, not this.’ Because there is no other and 
more appropriate description than this ‘Not 
this* ” (Brih. 2. 3. 6). If Brahman had form, 
then it would be established by such texts, and 
there would be no necessity to deny everything and 
wsay ‘Not this, not this’. So also the Smritis teach 
about Brahman: “The Highest Brahman with- 
out either beginning or end, which cannot be said 
either to be or not to be” (Gita 13. 12); “It i* 
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unmanifest, unthinkable, anrl without modifica- 
tion, tlnis is If spoken of” (Gita 2. 25). 

|| \6 II 

3Rlt^ Therefore ^ also 3W comparison 
like the images of the sun etc. 

18. Therefore also (with respect to 
Brahman we have) comparisons like the 
images of the sun, etc. 

That lhahnnm is formless is further estab- 
lished from Ihe similes used witli respect to It. 
Since this Brahman is mere intelligence, homo- 
geneous, and formless, and everything else is 
denied in It, therefore we find that the scriptures 
explain the fact of Its having forms by saying 
that they are like reflections in water of the one 
sun, meaning thereby that the.se forms are unreal, 
being due only to limiting adjuncts. 

ii n n 

3T*5^Like water not being experienced 

3 hut ^ no similarity. 

19. But (there is) no similarity (in 
the case of Brahman, any second thing) not 
being experienced like water. 

An objection is raised that the comparison of 
the last Sutra is not correct. In the case of the 
sun, which has a form, water, which is different 
and at a distance from it, catches its image; but 
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Bruliman is formless autl all-pervading*, and there 
can be nothing* else different and at a distance 
from It, to serve as an l T padhi, that can catch Its 
reflections. So the comparison is defective. 

, CTTORKSTCiT- 
II || 

Participating in the increase and 
decrease on account of its being inside 

on account of the similarity in the two 
cases TT^thus. 

20. On account of Brahman being 
inside (Its adjuncts) (It appears) to parti- 
cipate in their increase and decrease. On 
account of this similarity in the two cases 
(mentioned in Sutra 18) it is thus (i.r. the 
comparison is not defective). 

The comparison with the reflection of the sun 
is to be taken not on all fours but only with 
respect to a particular feature. Just as the reflec- 
ted sun is distorted, trembles, or varies in size as 
the water shakes, expands, or contracts, while the 
real sun remains unchanged; so also Brahman 
participates, as it were, in the attributes of the 
TTpadliis; it grows with them, decreases with 
them, suffers with them, and so on, but not in 
reality. Hence on account of this similarity in 
the two eases the comparison is not defective. 
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II II 

On account of scriptural instruction ^ and. 

21. And on account of scriptural 
instruction. 

The Scripture also teaches that Brahman 
enters into the body and other limiting adjuncts. 
“He made bodies with two feet and bodies with 
four feet. That Supreme Being first entered the 
bodies as a bird. He on account of his dwelling 
in all bodies is called the Punisha” (Brih. 2. 5. 
18). Thus also the comparison in Sutra 18 is not 
defective. 

Therefore it is established that Brahman is 
formless, of the nature of intelligence, and homo- 
geneous — without any difference. 

Topic 6: Wot this , not this ? in Brih. 2. 3. 6. 
denies the f/ross and subtle forms of Brahman 
f/thjQn in Brih. 2. 3.1. and not Brahman Itself. 

ft; srRrcsrfa, srrrffr =* 

II ^ II 

What has been mentioned ui> to this 
denies cldT than that something more 

says ^ and. 

22. What has been mentioned up to 
this is denied (by the words ‘Not this, not 
this’), and (the Sruti) says something more 
than that (afterwards). 
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“Brahman has but two forms — gross and 
subtle, mortal and immortal, limited and un- 
limited, Sat (defined) and Tyat (undefined)” 
(Brih. 2. 3. 1). Thus describing the two forms 
of Brahman, the gross, consisting of earth, water, 
and fire, and the subtle, consisting of air and 
ether, the Sruti says finally. “Now therefore the 
description (of Brahman): ‘Not this, not this.’ ” 
etc. (Brih. 2. 3. 6). Now the question is whether 
the double denial in ‘Not this, not this’ negates 
both the world and Brahman, or only one of 
them. The opponent, holds that both are denied, 
and consequently Brahman, which is false, cannot 
be the substratum for a world, which is also false. 
In other words, it leads us to Sunyavada, the 
theory of Void. If one only is denied it is proper 
that Brahman is denied, for It is not seen and 
therefore Its existence is doubtful, and not the 
world, since we experience it. The Sutra refutes 
this view and says that what has been described 
till now, viz. the two forms of Brahman, gross 
and subtle, is denied by the words ‘Not this, not 
this/ the double mention of these words of denial 
applying to the two forms of Brahman. The word 
‘Iti* refers to what has been mentioned imme- 
diately before, i.e. the two forms of Brahman, the 
subject-matter of the discussion, and therefore 
cannot refer to Brahman Itself, which is not the 
main topic of the preceding texts. Moreover, after 
denying the world the Sruti says something* 
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more than that about Brahman, viz. ‘The 
Truth of truth’ meaning thereby that Brahman 
alone is the one reality that exists and is 
the substratum of the world, which ik 
illusory. Nor is it reasonable to suppose 
that the Sruti, professing 1 to teach about Brahman 
will deny it. Lt is the Truth of truth, i.c. the 
reality behind ‘Sat’, or earth, water, and fire, 
and ‘Tyat’ or air and ether, the definite and 
indefinite forms in nature. There is no contradic- 
tion to perception in this denial of the world, for 
it denies only the transcendental reality of the 
world and not its Vyavaliarika or phenomenal 
reality, which remains intact. The objection, viz. 
that Brahman is not experienced, and therefore it 
is Brahman that is denied, is baseless; for the 
object of the Sruti is to teach about something* 
which is not ordinarily experienced by us; other- 
wise its teaching would be redundant. 

, an? ft ii n 

<J3/fhat (Brahman) is not manifest (so 

the scripture) says % for. 

23- That (Brahman) is not manifest, 
for (so the scripture) says. 

If Brahman exists, then why is It not per- 
ceived? The Sruti mays that Brahman is 
unmanifest on account of our being covered with 
ignorance. Therefore It is not perceived by us: 
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“He is not apprehended by the eye, um* by the 
other senses, nor by penanee” etc. (Mu. d. 1. 8). 

3rfq ^ 5R^^TgpTTfrrv^rq u RVf 11 

3Tfa ^ And moreover in perfect meditation' 

ut is experienced) from the Sruti 

and Smriti. 

24. And moreover (Brahman is ex- 
perienced) in perfect meditation, (as we 
know) from the Sruti and Smriti. 

If Brahman is not manifest to us, then we can 
never blow It, and therefore there will be no 
freedom. This Sutra says that Brahman is not 
known only to those whose heart, is not purified, 
but those who are purified realize It in the state 
■of Samadhi when ignorance is destroyed. 'That 
this is so is known from the Sruti : “Some wise 
anan, however, with his eyes turned inside and 
wishing for immortality saw the Self within” 
tKath. 2. 4. 1); also Mu. d. 1. 8. The Smriti also 
says the same tiling: “lie who is seen as Light 
by the Yogins meditating on Him sleeplessly, with 
■suspended breath, contented minds, and subdued 
■senses” etc. 


arviTT^T^ n ii 

S HCTfiEfflL Like light etc. =3 and (there is) 

mo. difference JW>RI : Brahman ^ also ■bkP'i in work 
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on account of repeated mention (in the 

Sruti). 

25. And as in the case of light, etc.,, 
there is no difference, (so) also between 
Brahman (and its manifestation) in activity; 
on account of the repeated instruction (of 
the Sruti to that effect). 

The nature of the .1 iva and Brahman has been 
described. Now their identity is being explained. 

If according to the last Sutra Brahman is the 
object of meditation and the Jiva is the meditator, 
it means that there is duality, and not the unity 
of Brahman. This Sutra explains it. Even as 
between the sun and its reflection in water etc. 
there is in reality no difference, the image being 
unreal, so also the one Brahman manifests as. 
many in the limiting adjuncts of activity like 
meditation etc. Through ignorance the meditat- 
ing self thinks it is different from Brahman; but 
in reality it is identical with Brahman. That 
it is so is known from repeated instruction of the- 
Sruti in texts like, “That thou art,” “I an> 
Brahman,” which deny difference. 

amt rfSTT ff f^qr || || 

3RT* Therefore with the Infinite cl*TT thus % 

for fejf*l(the scripture) indicates. 

26. Therefore (the individual soul 
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becomes one) with the Infinite; for thus (the 
scripture) indicates. 

Tlie Jiva attains identity with Brahman on 
the dawning of Knowledge, when ignorance with 
all its limiting adjuncts disappears. “He who 
knows that Supreme Brahman becomes. Brahman 
Itself” (Mu. 3. 2. 9). If the difference were real, 
then one could not become Brahman Itself. 
Knowledge may destroy ignorance, but not what is 
real. Now, since the .Jiva becomes Brahman, its 
individuality was not real, and hence it was 
destroyed by Knowledge, leaving only Brahman. 
♦So the difference is unreal, the identity real. 

II II 

On account of both being taught g 
but 3jfe$°^«333jike that between a serpent and its 
coils. 

27. But on account of both ( i.e . differ- 
ence and non-difference) being taught (by 
the Sruti) (the relation of the Jiva and 
Brahman is to be taken) like that between a 
serpent and its coils. 

Having established the identity of the Jiva 
and Brahman, the author proceeds to elucidate it 
further by examining the theory of difference. 
In the scriptures we find also texts like, “Two 
birds of beautiful plumage” etc. (Mu. 3. 1. 1). 
which speak of difference between the Jiva and 
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Brahman. So we have to understand that the 
difference between them prior to Liberation is real,, 
though when it is destroyed by Knowledge they 
Attain identity. Hence we have to take that their 
relation is one of difference and non-difference, as 
between a serpent and its coils. As a snake it is 
Due but it we look at the coils, hood, etc. there is 
inference. Similarly between the Jiva and 
Brahman there is difference as well as non- 
difference. 

kflTil II % II 

3l^-«ntW^Likc light and its substratum m or 
on account of both being luminous. 

28. Or like (the relation of) light and 
its substratum, on account of both being 
luminous. 

Another example is given to establish the 
theory of difference and 11011-difference. The rela- 
tion between the Jiva and Brahman may be taken 
to be like that between light and its orb. Both 
being* luminous are non -different; vet on account 
i)f‘ their varying extensitv they are spoken of as 
different. So is the relation between the Jiva and 
Brahman one of difference and non-difference, the 
«*diip being* limited and the other all-pervading. 

11 -a 11 

^^T.As before 3T or. 
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29. Or (the relation between the two r 
i.e., Jiva and Brahman) is as given before. > 

Having given in tlie two previous Sutras the 
view of Bhedabliedavadins, tlie upholders of diffe- 
rence and non-difference, this Sutra refutes it and 
establishes as the final truth what has been stated 
in Sutra 25, viz . that the difference is merely 
illusory and non-difference is the reality. For if 
the difference is also real, it can never cease to be, 
and all the instruction of the Sruti with respect lo 
Liberation will be useless for bondage * is nothing 
but this idea of separateness, and if this is real, 
there can be no Liberation at all. But if the 
difference is due to ignorance, then Knowledge 
can destroy it and the reality, the non-difference 
may be realized. So the views given in Sutras 27 
and 28, which later on were developed by Kumarila 
and Bhaskara, are not correct, and the view given 
in Sutra 25 alone is correct. 

n 3* ii 

account of the denial ^ and. 

30. And on account of the denial. 

From the Sruti texts like, “There is no other 
witness but He” (Brih. 3. 7 23), which deny that 
there exists any other intelligent being apart from 
Brahman, and from the denial of the world by, 
“Not this, not this/' it follows that there is no 
other entity but Brahman. Therefore there is 
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only one Brahman without any difference whatso- 
ever. 

Topic 7: Brahman is one without a second , 
and e.rpi css ions which apparently imply some- 
thin y else as c.vistniy are only metaphorical . 

>KJTfr: II V< II 

Greater than this (Brahman) 

on account of terms denoting a 
bank, measure, connection, and difference. 

31. (There is something) superior to 
this (Brahman), on account of terms denoting 
a bank, measure, connection, and difference 
(used with respect to It). 

To say that there is nothing* except Brahman 
is objectionable, tor we find that there is some- 
thing* besides Brahman on account of Its being 
designated as a bank separating* things other than 
Itself in texts like, '‘That self is a bank, a 
boundary" etc. ((Till. 8. 4. 1); as having size and 
therefore limited in texts like, ‘‘That Brahman 
has four feet" (Chh. 8. 18. 2) — it is well known 
that whatever is limited is limited by some other 
object; as being connected with other objects: 
"The (unbodied sell when embraced by the 
Supreme Self" (Brill. 4. 8. 21), which shows that 
there is something else than Brahman; and as 
being different: "The Atman is to be seen," 
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thereby hinting a seer and seen. All these show 
that Brahman is not one without a second. 

^FTT^TT^ II 3^ II 

g But account of similarity. 

32. But (Brahman is called a bank) on 
account of similarity. 

‘But’ refutes the position taken in the previous 
Sutra. There can exist nothing different from 
Brahman. It is called a bank, not because there 
exists something beyond It, as in the case of a 
bank, but on account of a similarity. The 
similarity is this : Just as a bank keeps back 
water and marks the boundary of adjacent fields, 
eve n so Brahman maintains the world and its 
boundaries. “Having passed the bank’ 5 (Chh. 3. 
i. 2) means, having attained Brahman fully and 
not having crossed it even as we say he has passed 
in Grammar, meaning thereby ihat he has 
mastered it. 

ll 33 II 

5K3FWT5 For the sake of easy comprehension 
just like (four) feet. 

33. (Brahman is depicted as having 
size) for the sake of easy comprehension ( i.e . 
Upasana); just like four feet- 

The statements as to the size of Brahman, 
Brahman has four feet’, ‘It has sixteen digits’, 
rto. are meant for the sake of Upasana; for it is 
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difficult to comprehend the Infinite, all-pervading 
Brahman. Just as mind conceived as the personal 
manifestation of Brahman is imagined to have 
the organ of speech, nose, eyes, and ears as its- 
four feet, so also Brahman is imagined as having 
size eic. for the sake of Upasana, but not in 
reality. 

, 5FfiT3TTf^ || W || 

On account of special places 

like light etc. 

34. (Idle statements about connection 
and difference with respect to Brahman) are 
on account of special places; as in the case 
of light, etc. 

The statements regarding difference are made 
with reference to limiting adjuncts only and not 
to any difference in Brahman’s nature. We speak 
of light inside a chamber and light outside it,, 
though iu reality light is one, the distinction 
being due to limiting adjuncts. So also all state- 
ments about connection are made with reference- 
to the removal of the adjuncts, when connection 
with the Supreme Sell is said to take place meta- 
phorically, even as on the destruction of the- 
chamber the light inside it may be said to be 
united with light in general. 

3T<TtTST || ^ || 

OTJrli From reasoning ^ and. 
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35. And it is reasonable. 

This Sutra explains further that connection 
anrl difference are not to be taken as real, but only 
metaphorically. The connection of the Jiva with 
Brahman in deep sleep cannot be real. “It 
merges in its Self” (Chh. G. 8. 1), shows that the 
connection of the soul with Brahman is a natural 
inherent identity, and not as between two things. 
Similarly the difference referred to is uot real, but 
due to ignorance, as can be gathered from, 
hundreds of texts. 


^TF^f^fqTrl || 3$ || 

Similarly on account of the 

express denial of all other things. 

36. Similarly on account of the express, 
denial of all other things (there is nothing, 
but Brahman). 

A further reason is given to show that there is 
nothing but Braliman. “The Self is all this” 
(Chh. 7. 25. 2); “All this is Brahman alone” 
(Mu. 2. 2. 11) etc. deny the existence of anything* 
else besides Brahman. Therefore Brahman is one 
without a second. 





ii n 


By this all-pervadingness 3MW- 

as is known from scriptural statements etc. 
regarding (Brahman's) extent. 
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37. By this (is established) the all- 
pervadingness (of Brahman), as is known 
from scriptural statements, etc., regarding 
(Brahman’s) extent. 

This Sutra explains the all-pervadingness of 
Hrahmun, which follows from the fact that It is 
one without a second. By saying that texts des- 
cribing Brahman as a bank etc. are not to be 
taken literally, and by denying all other things, 
it is proved that Brahman is all-prevading. If 
they were taken literally, then Brahman would be 
limited and not all-pervading and consequently 
not eternal. That Brahman is all-pervading is 
known from such Sruti texts as, “He is omni- 
present like ether, and eternal” (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 
3. 2). See also Gita 2. 24. 

Topfr S: /swam the yiver of the fruits of actions. 

3TTtT: || It 

Fruits of actions from Him for 

that is reasonable. 

38. From Him (the Lord) are the fruits 
•of actions; for that is reasonable. 

Having described the nature of Brahman, the 
author proceeds now to discuss the view of the 
Mimanisakas, who say that Karma (work) and not 
Iswara , gives the fruits of one’s actions. Accord- 
ing to them it is useless to set up an Iswara for this 
purpose, since Karma itself can give that result at 
a future time.. 
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This Sutra refutes it and says that from? 
Iswara alone come the fruits of one’s work. 
Karina is insentient and short-lived, and cannot 
therefore be expected to bestow the fruits of 
actions at a future time according to one’s deserts. 
We do not see any insentient thing bestow fruits 
on those who worship it. Therefore it is only 
from the Lord, who is worshipped through actions, 
that their results proceed. 

II II 

Because the scripture so teaches ^ and. 

39. And because the scripture so 
teaches. 

The scripture declares that the fruits of actions 
come from the Lord. “That great,, birthless Self 
is the eater of food and the giver of wealth (the 
fruit of one’s work)” (Brill. 4. 4. 24). 

sp? aTcpTcf || *o n 

W Religious merits srfqfe: (sage) Jaimini for 
the same reasons. 

40. Jaimini (thinks) for the same 
reasons (viz., scriptural authority and 
reasoning) that religious merit (is what 
brings about the fruits of actions). 

The view of the previous Sutra is being 
criticized. 

The scripture enjoins. “He who is desirous 
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•of tin? heavenly world is to sacrifice’ ’ (Tandy a). 
Since every scriptural injunction has an 
•object, it is rt»asonable to think that the sacrifice 
itself produces the fruit. Hut it may be objected 
llmt since the deed is destroyed, it cannot produce 
■ a result at a future time. This is met by the posi- 
ting of an Apurva or extra-ordinary principle, 
which is produced bv the Karma before it is des- 
troyed, and through the intervention of which 
I lie result is produced in the distant future. 
Again, if the deed itself did not produce the 
result, it would be useless to perform it; and more- 
over it is not reasonable to imagine one cause (the 
Lord) for a great variety of effects. 

^ ScprotsTFi, n n 

The former {i.r. the Lord) g but 
'B&dar&yana on account of His being 

declared to be the cause (of the actions even). 

41 . Hut Hadarayana (thinks) the 
former (the Lord, as the bestower of the 
fruits of actions) on account of His being 
declared to he the cause (of the actions 
•even). 

‘But/ refutes the view of Sutra 40. Both 
Karma and Apurva are insentient, and as such 
incapable of producing results without the inter- 
vention of an intelligent principle. For such a 
phenomenon is not experienced in the world. No 
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one gets anything* by worshipping* stocks ami 
stones. So the fruits of actions come only from 
the Lord, and this is all the more established, as 
the Lord Himself causes people to act one way or 
the other; and since the diva ads as directed by 
Him, He Himself is the bestower of the fruits 
of his actions according to liis deserts. “He 
makes him whom He wishes to lead up from these 
worlds do a good deed” etc. (Kau. 3. S) ; “Which- 
ever divine form a devotee wishes to worship... 
and obtains from ii the results he desires, as 
ordained by Me” ((xita 7. 21-22). Since the Lord 
has regard for the merit and demerit of the souls, 
the objection that a uniform cause is incapable of 
producing various effects does not stand. 

In the last four topics the entity ‘That’ has 
been explained. Fiistly, Brahman lias been 
shown to be formless, self -effulgent, and without 
difference ; secondly, by the denial of manifold 
ness in It it has been established that Tt is one 
without a second; and lastly. It has been proved 
to be the giver of the fruits of people’s actions in 
the relative world. Thus the two entities ‘thou* 
and ‘That’ have been explained in these two 
sections. 



CHAPTER III 


Skction 111 

In the last section the two entities ‘thou’ and 
‘That’ of the Vedie dictum (Mahavakya) ‘That 
thou art’ have been explained and shown to be 
identical. Now the scriptures prescribe various 
meditations that help to attain this knowledge of 
identity. It is not possible for the ordi- 
nary man to grasp the Infinite. Therefore 
the scriptures present various symbols of Brahman 
such as Prana, Akasa, and mind, for the beginner 
to meditate upon. Sometimes they prescribe the 
cosmic form of Brahman (Vaisvanara) for medita- 
tion. These different methods of approaching the 
infinite Brahman are known as Vidyas or 
Up asanas. 

This section discusses these various Vidyas, by 
means of which the individual soul attains Brah- 
man. In this connection the question naturally 
arises, whether similar Vidyas described different- 
ly in different recensions of the Vedas are one or 
different, and consequently to be combined into a 
single meditation or separately gone through. 
Here it is decided which Vidyas are the same and 
have to be combined into one, and which Vidyas 
are different in spite of certain similarities. The 
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principle that is followed throughout in the inter- 
pretation of these Yidyas is this : Since Brahman, 
which is the only reality, is the resulting cogni- 
tion of all Yidyas, it may be helpful to combine 
the particulars of the same Vidya mentioned in 
different Sakhas, since they have been found 
efficacious by the followers of those Sakhas. 

Topic 1: The V id yds with identical or simi- 
lar form met with in the scriptures or in different 
recensions of the scriptures are one Vidyd. 



Described in the various Ved&nta 
texts on account of non-difference as 

regards injunction etc. ( i.e . connection, form, and 
name.) 

1. (The Upasanas) described in the 
various Vedanta texts (are not different), on 
account of the non-difference as regards 
injunction, etc. (i.e. connection, form, and 
name) . 

There are Upasanas described variously in 
different Vedanta texts. For example, the 
Upasana of Prana is described in one way in the 
Brihadaranyaka TJpanishad and in a different 
way in the Clihandogya. Are such Upasanas, 
described differently in different Sakhas of the 
Vedas, different or same? The opponent holds 
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flint they niv diticrent, oil account of the diffe- 
rence ia form. This Sutra refutes it and says 
that such meditations are one and the same, on 
account of the non-difference as regards injunc- 
tion, connection, name, and form of these in 
different Sakhas. Just as on account of the injunc- 
tion in nil Sakhas, “One should perform the Agni- 
h)tvn” etc. (Mai. 6. 36) the daily Agnihotra 
sacrifice is one only, and as Jyotishtoma and 
Yajapeya sacrifices described in different Sakhas 
are one only, so also on account of non-difference 
as regards injunction ,such as, “Tie who knows the 
oldest, and greatest” (Brill. 0. 1. 1.) in both the 
Brihadarnnyaka and the Ohhandogya T) panisliads, 
the Prana Vidya in all the Sakhas is one and the 
same. Similarly as regards the fruit or result of 
the ITpasana there is non-difference. “He who 
knows it to be such becomes the oldest and great- 
est” (Brill. 0. 1. 1). Prana, which is tlie object 
of the meditation, is described in both as the old- 
est and greatest, and both the meditations are 
named Prana Vidya. Therefore there being non- 
difference in all respects, the two Vidyas are not 
different, but one. The same is true of Dahara 
Vidya, Vaisvanara ITpasana, Sandilya Vidya, etc. 
described in various Sakhas. 

^ || a || 

^TrkOn account of difference not if it 

be said «T not so even in the same (Vidyft). 
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2. If it be said (that the Vidyas are) 
not (one) on account of difference (in minor 
points), (we reply) not so, since even in the 
same Vidya (there might be such minor 
differences). 

A further objection is raised that since certain 
differences are seen to exist with respect to the 
Vidyas described in different Saklias, they cannot 
be one. For example, in the Briliadaranyaka in 
the Panehagni Vidya a sixth tire is mentioned as 
an object of worship : “The fire becomes his 
fire” (Brill. G. 2. 14); whereas in the Ohhandogya 
we have, “But he who knows these five fires” 
(Chh. 5. 10. 10). r I here fore on account of diffe- 
rence in form the two Vidyas cannot be one. This 
Sutra refutes it and says that they are one, since 
even in the same Vidva ihere may be differences 
of form. The five fires like heaven etc. mention- 
ed in the Chhandogva are identified in the Bri- 
liadaranyaka. Therefore there can be no differ- 
ence in Vidya* Nor can the presence or absence 
of a sixth fire create a difference as regards form, 
for in the same Atiratra sacrifice the Sliodasi 
vessel may or may not be taken. On the other 
hand, on account of the majority of fires being 
recognized in both, it is reasonable that we 
should add the sixth fire to the Vidya in the 
Thliandogya . The name ‘five fires’ is also no objec- 
tion against this increase of number, for the mum 
Iber five is not an essential part of the injunction! 
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Moreover, even in the same Sakha and in 
the same Vidya differences like this are seen in 
different, chapters; yet tlie Vidya described in 
these different chapters is taken on all hands as 
one. Therefore in spite of these differences in 
different Sfikhas it is reasonable that Vidyas of 
the same class are one and not different. 

WFm crfcrw: n \ n 

Of the study of the Vedas as 

being such fi? because in the Sam&ch&ra 

(a book of that name) on account of the 

qualification ^ and ■ddqd, like that of the (seven) 
oblations (viz. Saurya etc.) and dP«WW that rule. 

3. (The rite of carrying fire on the 
head is connected) with the study of the 
Vedas, because in the Samachara (it is des- 
cribed) as being such. And (this also follows) 
from its being a qualification (for the 
students of the Atharva Veda), as is the 
case with the (seven) oblations ( viz . Saurya 
etc.). 

A further objection is raised. In the Mun- 
daka TTpanishad, which deals with the knowledge 
of Brahman, the carrying of fire on the head by 
the student is mentioned. The opponent hold# 
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that on account of this particular ceremony, 
which obtains among the followers of the Atharva 
Veda, the Vidya of the Atharvanikas is different 
from all other Vidya s. The Sutra refutes this 
saying that the rite of carrying fire on the head is 
not an attribute of the Vidya, but of the study of 
the Vedas of the Atharvanikas. So it is described 
in the book Samachara, which deals with Vedic 
observances. From the following text, “A mail 
who has not performed the rite (viz. carrying fire) 
does not read this” fMu. 3. 2. 11) also we find it is 
connected with the reading or study of the Upani- 
shad and not with the Vidya. The rite of carry- 
ing the fire is connected only with tire study of 
that particular Veda and not others, like the seven 
oblations, which are not connected with the fires 
taught in the other Vedas, but only with those of 
the Atharva Veda. So the unity of Vidyas stands 
:in all cases. 

^ II v it 

Instructs ^ also. 

4. (The scripture) also instructs thus. 

“That which all the Vedas declare” (Hath. 

1 . 2. 15) shows that the Nirguna Brahman is the 
one purport of all the Vedanta texts. Therefore 
all Vidyas relating to It must also be one. Thus 
the meditation on the Saguna Brahman as Vais- 
vanara, who is represented as extending from 
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heaven to the earth in the Brihadaranyaka, is re- 
ferred, to in the rhlmnlogya as something well 1 
known : “But he who worships that Yaisvanarsu 
self as extending from heaven to the eartli ,v 
(Ohh. ”). 18. 1), thereby showing* that all Yaisva- 
nara Yidyas are one. Thus since tlie Nirguna or 
’the vSaguna Brahman is one and not many, there- 
fore particular Yidyas which relate to either of 
them are also one and not many. This also follows, 
from tin* same hymns and the like enjoined in one 
place being employed in other places for the sake- 
of Ypasana. The same rule applies to other 
Yidyas also besides the Y'ais\anara, and in conse- 
quence they are not many, though differently des- 
cribed in different Saklias. 

The unity of Yidyas, having been established,, 
their results are taken up for discussion. 

To pir 2 : Particulars of identical V id pair 
mentioned in different places or Sakha# are to he • 
combined into one meditation . 

^ ii mi 

Combination sdnee there is no 

difference in the object of meditation like 

the subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice ^ and in 
the Upftsan&s of the same class. 

5. And in the TJpasanas of the same 
class (mentioned in different Sakhas) 
a combination (of all the particulars 
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mentioned in all Sakhas is to be made), 
since there is no difference in the object 
of meditation, just as (a combination of) 
all subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice 
(mentioned in different Sakhas is made)- 

From what has been discussed in the previous 
Sutras it is clear that the Vidyas described in 
different Sakhas will have to be combined in the 
TTpasana, since their object after all is one. The 
particulars mentioned in other Sakhas than one’s 
own are also efficacious, and as such one has to 
combine all these, even as one does with respect to 
subsidiary rites like Agnihotra, connected with a 
main sacrifice, mentioned in several Sakhas. 

Topic 3: Vidyas ha ring really different sub- 
ject-matter are separate , though in other respects 
there are similarities. 

II ^ II 

There is difference on account of 

(difference in) texts if it be said not so 

^ft^Nl^on account of non-difference (as regards 
essentials). 

6. If it be said (that the Udgitha 
Vidya of the Brihadaranyaka and that of 
the Chhandogya) are different on account 
of (difference in) texts; (we say) not so, on 
account of the non-difference (as regards 
essentials). 
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This Sutra represents the view of the oppo- 
nent, who tries to establish that the two Vidyas 
are one. “Then they said to this vital force in 
the mouth, ‘Chant the Udgitha for us.’ ‘AH 
right/ said the vital force and chanted for them” 
(Brill. 1. 3. 7); “Then this vital force that is in 
the mouth — they meditated on the Udgitha ‘Om’ 
as that vilal force” (Ohli. 1. 2. 7). It may be 

objected that they cannot be one, because of the 
difference in texts. But this is unacceptable, 
because there is unity as regards a great many 
points. (For the similarity see texts in both.) 
So on the grounds given in Sutra 3. 3. 1, there is 
unity of Vidyas. 

«fT, ii v# ii 

•f *lf Rather not on account of differ- 
ence iu>’subjcet-matter even as (the 

meditation on the l Idgitha) as the highest and 
greatest (Brahman) (is different). 

7. Rather (there is) no (unity of 
Vidyas), on account of the difference in 
subject-matter, even as (the meditation 
■on the Udgitha) as the highest and 
greatest (i.c. y Brahman) (is different from 
the meditation on the Udgitha as abiding 
in the eye, etc.). 

This Sutra refutes the former view and esta- 
blishes that the two Vidyas, in spite of similarity 
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in many points, are different on aecount of 
difference in subject-matter. in the Chhandogya 
only a part ot tile Udgitha (hymn), the syllable 
‘Om* is meditated upon as Prana : “Let one 
meditate on the syllable ‘Om’ (of) the Udgitha” 
(Chh. 1. 1. 1). But in the Brihadaranyaka the 
whole Fdgitha hymn is meditated upon as 
Prana. Tide Brih. 1. 3. 2. On account of this 
difference in the object of meditation the two 
Yidyas cannot be one. The case is similar to thb 
Lp a sail a on Ldgitha enjoined in, “This is indeed 
the highest and greatest Udgitha ,, (Chh. 1. 9. 2), 
which is different from the one enjoined in the 
Chhandogya 1. 6, where the Udgitha is meditated 
upon as abiding in the eye and the sun. 

*TfrTriaTX > ii c II 

On account of the name (being same) if 
it has already been answered exists 3 

but Slfftthat even. 

8. If on account of the name (of both 
Vidyas being the same, it be said that they 
are one), it has already been answered. 
But even that (identity of name in Vidyas 
admitted to be different) exists. 

Identity of name is no reason for claiming 
unity of Yidyas, since the subject-matter differs. 
This has already been established in the last 
Sutra. Moreover, it is borne out by the scriptures. 
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For example, tlie different sacrifices like Agni- 
liotra, Darsapurnamasa, etc., which all occur 
in Kathaka, are known as Kathakas; or even the 
Tulgitha Upasanas of Chh. 1. G and Chh. 1. 9. 2. 
are different Vidyas. 

Tapir 4: S penal izin // the ‘ Om ’ of the Ud- 
yitha Yulya is apt, as i 0nY is common to all the 
Vedas. 


S II 

: Because (Om) extends (over the whole o£ 
the Vedas) and is appropriate. 

9. And because (Om) extends (over 
the whole of the Vedas), (to specialize it 
bv the term ‘Udgitha’) is appropriate. 

Since ‘Om’ is common to all the Vedas we* 
have to understand which particular ‘Om* is to be* 
meditated upon. By specifying that the ‘Om’ 
which is a part of the Cdgitha is to be meditated 
upon, we learn that it is the ‘Cm’ of the Sama- 
Veda. “Let one meditate on the syllable ‘Om” 
(of) the Fdgitha” (Chh. 1. 1. 1). 

Tapir d; Unity of the Prana Vidyd. 

|| \o || 

account of non-difference everywhere* 
in the other places these qualities (are to bo. 
inserted). 
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10. On account of the non-difference 
(of the Vidyft) everywhere ( i-e . in all the 
texts of the different Sakhas where the 
Prana Vidya occurs) these qualities (men- 
tioned in two of them are to be inserted) 
in the other places ( e.cj ., the Kaushitaki 
Upanishad). 

In the Chhandogya and Briliadaranyak.t 
TTpanishads in the Prana Vidya we find the quali- 
ties of speeeh ete. as being richest and so on, art* 
ultimately attributed to Prana but not so in the 
Kaushitaki T'panisliad, for instance. The ques- 
tion is whether they are to be inserted in the Kau- 
shitaki also, where they are not mentioned. The* 
Sutra says that they have to be inserted, since the* 
Vidya is the same in all the three TTpanishads. 
Attributes of one and the same Vidya have to be 
combined wherever that Vidya occurs, although, 
they may not be expressly mentioned. 

Topic 6: In all the meditations on ldrah unfit 
qualities like ‘ Hliss * etc . , which describe Its 
nature , are to lie combined into one meditation 
and not others . 

3TR^T^T. II ?? || 

Bliss and other attributes of the 

subject (/. e. Brahman). 

11. Bliss and other attributes (which) 
depict the true nature) of the subject (i.e. 
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Brahman) (have to be combined from all 
•places in the meditation on Brahman). 

Brahman is described as Bliss, Knowledge, 
all-pervading, the seif of all, true, etc. in differ- 
ent texts of different Sakhus. All the attributes 
are not mentioned in all places. Now the ques- 
tion is whether they have to be combined in the 
meditation on Brahman or not. This Sutra says 
that they have to be combined, since the object of 
'meditation (Brahman) is one and the same in all 
• Sfikhas, and therefore the Vidya is one. 

fk if? II r <R\\ 

(Qualities like) joy being Its head etc. 
STSHfifU are not to be taken everywhere 
increase and decrease % because (are possible) in 
difference. 

Yl. (Qualities like) joy being Its head 
etc. are not to be taken everywhere, (being 
subject to increase and decrease and) 
increase and decrease (are possible only) 
if there is difference (and not in Brahman 
in which there is non-difference). 

Attributes like joy being Its head etc. men- 
tioned iu the Taittiriya Upanishad are not to be 
taken and combined in other places where the 
Fpasana of Brahman is enjoined, because the 
terms ‘joy,’ ‘ satisfaction , 9 ‘great satisfaction,’ 
‘bliss,’ etc. indicate qualities which have increase 
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and decrease relatively to each other and to other 
experiencers (Jivas), and therefore can exist only 
where there is difference. But Brahman being' 
absolutely without any difference, these attributes 
cannot constitute Its nature, and as such they are 
to be confined to the texts prescribing them and 
not taken in other places. 

^ <WSIWTOTfl.il r <3 II 

Other attributes g but account 

of identity of purport. 

13. But other attributes (like Bliss 
etc. are to be combined) on account of 
identity of purport. 

Attributes like Bliss, Knowledge, all-pervading, 
etc., which describe the nature of Brahman are to 
be combined, for their purport is the one and indi- 
visible, unconditioned Brahman. These attributes, 
are mentioned with a view to the knowledge of 
Brahman and not for TTpasana. 

Topic 7 : Kath. 1. 3. 10-11 simply aims at 
teaching that the Self is higher than everythin g 
else. 

3TT«TRFT II W II 

For the sake of meditation 
as there is no use. 

14. (K&thaka 1. 3. 10-11 tells about 
the Self only as the highest) for the sake 
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•of meditation, (and not about the relative 
position of the objects, etc.) as there is no 
use of it. 

“Higher than the senses are ilie objects, high- 
er ihan ihe objects there is the mind higher 

than the Self there is nothing, this is the limit, the 
Supreme Goal” (Kadi. 1. 3. 10-11). The oppo- 

nent holds that these sentences are separate and 
not one, as referring to the Atman alone; therefore 
it is the aim of the Sruti to teach that the objects 
are superior to the senses, and so on. This Sutra 
refutes it and says that it is one sentence and 
means that the Atman is superior to all these. This 
information is given for the sake of meditation on 
the Atman, which results in the knowledge of It. 
The Atman alone is to be known, for the knowledge 
of It gives Freedom. But the knowledge of the 
fact that objects are superior to the senses and so 
on, serves no useful purpose, and as such it is not 
the aim of the Sruti to teach this. 

W ^ II 

account of the word ‘Self ^ and. 

15. And on account of the word 
‘Self’. 

The view established in the last Sutra is con- 
firmed by the fact that the subject of the discus- 
sion is called the Self. “That Self is hidden in all 
beings and does not shine forth” (Kath. 1. 3. 12), 
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thereby hinting that the other things are non-Self. 
Hilt the enumeration of the series is not altogether 
useless, inasmuch as it helps to turn the mind, 
which is outgoing, gradually towards the Atman, 
which is hard to realize without deep meditation. 

Topic S; The seif referred to in Ait. 1. 1 is 
the Supreme Self and consequently the attributes 
of the Self yiren in other places are to he included, 
hi this Aitarcyaka meditation. 

w ^ ii 

STEJHislfct The Supreme Self is meant as in 

■other texts (dealing with creation) on account 

of the subsequent qualification. 

16. (In the Aitareya Upanishad 1. 1) 
the Supreme Self is meant, as in other texts 
(dealing with creation), on account of the 
subsequent qualification. 

4 ‘Verily in the beginning all this was the Self, 
one only; there was nothing else whatsoever” etc. 
(Ait. 1. 1.). Does the word ‘Self’ here refer to the 
Supreme Self or to Hiranyagarbha? It refers to 
the Supreme Self, even as the word ‘Self’ in other 
texts dealing with creation refers to It and not to 
Hiranyagarbha: 1 ‘From the Self sprang forth 

ether” (Taitt. 2. 1). Why? Because in the subse- 
quent text of the Aitareya we have, “It thought, 
\Shall 1 send forth worlds ?’ It sent forth these 
worlds” (Ait. 1. 1-2). This qualification, viz . that 
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‘It thought’ before creation, is applied to Brahman 
in (he primary sense in other Sruti texts. So from 
this we learn that the Self refers to the Supreme- 
Self and not to Hiranyagarbha. 

II II 

Sb'WWL Because of tlio. context, it be said 

it might be ho on account of the 

definite statement. 

17. If it be said that because of the 
context (the Supreme Self is not meant, 
but Hiranyagarbha), (we reply that) it is 
so (i.e. the Supreme Self is meant) on 
account of the definite statement (that the* 
Atman alone existed at the beginning). 

Tn the Aitareya I panislnul 1. 1 the Self i* 
said to have created the four worlds. But in the 
Taittiriya and other texts the Self creates ether r 
water, etc. — the five elements. Now 'it is well 
known that creation of the worlds is by Hiranya- 
garbha with the help of the elements created by the 
Supreme Self. So the Self in the Aitareya cannot 
mean the Supreme Self but Hiranyagarbha. The 
Sutra refutes it and says that on aeeouut of the 
statement, “Verily in the beginning all this was 
the Self, one only” (Ait. 1. 1), which declares that 
there was one only without a second, it can only 
refer to the Supreme Self and not to Hiranya- 
garbha. Therefore we have to take that the- 
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Supreme Self after creating elements as described 
in other Sakhas created the four worlds. 

The object of Sutras 16 and 17 in establishing 
that the Supreme Self is meant is that the attri- 
butes of the Supreme Self given in other places are 
to be combined in the Aitareyaka meditation. 

Topic 9 : Rinsing the mouth is not enjoined 
in the Prana Vidyd , but only thinking the water 
as the dress of Prana. 

II II 

On account of being a restatement of 
an act (already enjoined by the Smriti) what 

has not been so enjoined elsewhere. 

18 . On account of (the rinsing of the 
mouth with water referred to in the Prana 
Vidva) being a restatement of an act 
(already enjoined by the Smriti), what has 
not been so enjoined elsewhere (is here 
enjoined by the Sruti). 

In the Chhandogya 5. 2. 2. and the Brihada- 
ranyaka 6. 1. 14 we fmd a reference to the rinsing 
of the mouth with water before and after a meal, 
thinking that thereby Prana is dressed. The ques- 
tion is whether the Sruti enjoins both or only the 
latter. The Sutra states that since the former, the 
act of rinsing, is already enjoined on every one by 
the Smriti, the latter- act of thinking the water as 
the dress of Prana is alone enjoined by the Sruti. 


b.s. — 24 
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Topic 10: Vidyds in the same Sakha which 
are identical or similar have to be combined, for 
they are one . 

swtjt ar^mii n n 

In the same Sa,kh& (it is) like this ^ 
also 3p^[r<kon account of non-difference. 

19. In the same Sakha also (it is) like 
this ( i.e ., there is unity of Vidya), on 
account of the non-difference (of the object 
of meditation). 

In the Agnirahasya in the \ajasaneyi Sakha 
there is a Vidya called Sandilya Vidya, in which 
occurs the passage, “Let him meditate on the Self 
which consists of mind*’ etc. (Sat. Br. Madhy. 10. 
<]. 3. 2). Again in the Brihadaranyaka, which 
belongs to the same Sakha we have, “This Being 
identified with the mind” etc. (Brih. 5. 6. 1). 

Do these ‘two passages form one Vidya, in which the 
particulars mentioned in either text are to be com- 
bined, or are they different Vidyas ? The Sutra 
says that they are one Vidya, since the object of 
meditation in both cases is the Self consisting of 
mind. The rule as regards the combining of parti- 
culars of a similar Vidya in the same Sakha is the 
same as in the case of such Vidyas occurring . in 
different Sakhas. Therefore the Sandilya Vidy$ 
is one. 
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Topic 1 7; the names 'Altai' and Wham' of 
the Svpreme Brahman as abiding in the sun and in 
ihe right eye respectively , given in Brih. •>. 6. 1-2 , 
cannot be combined , as these are two separate 
V id yds. 

■ : II ^ II 

R5P*im.Ou account of the connection if^Rjikethis 
in other cases sift also. 

20. Iii other eases also (e.g. in the 
Vidya of the Satya Brahman) on account 
of the connection (i.e. the object, of the 
meditation being the Satya Brahman) (we 
have to combine particulars) like this {i.e. 
as in the Sandilya Vidya). 

This Sutra sets forth the view of the opponent. 
‘‘Satya is Brahman. . . . That which is Satya is 
that sun — the being 1 who is in that orb and the 
being* who is in the right eye” (Brih. 5. 5. 1-2). 
This gives the abode of the Satya Brahman with 
respect to the gods and the body, and two secret 
names of the Satya Bralnnan are also taught in 
connection with these abodes; the former is ‘Ahar* 
and the latter ‘Aham.’ T^Tow on the analogy of the 
Sandilya Vidya, since the object of meditation is 
one, viz. the Satya Brahman, we must combine the 
particulars. Therefore both the names ‘Ahar* and 
^Aham’ have to be combined with respect to Satya 
Btahntevn: ’ 
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51 =H Rather not K^lm^on account of difference. •. 

21. Rather not (so) on account of the 
difference (of abode). 

This Sutra refutes the view of the previous 
Sutra. Though the Yidya is one, still owing to* 
difference in abodes the object of meditation 
becomes different; hence the different names. 
Therefore these cannot be exchanged or combined. 

^ ii ^ n 

Vtafe (The scripture) declares ^ also. 

22. (The scripture) also declares 
(that). 

The scripture distinctly states that the attri- 
butes are not to be combined, but kept apart; for it 
compares the two peisons, the person in the sun 
and in the right eye. If it wanted the particulars, 
to be combined, it would not institute such a 
comparison. 

Topic, 12; Attributes of Brahman mentioned 
i?i R dndy a n i ya-lc hi 1 a arc not to be taken into consi- 
deration in other Brahma Vidyds e.g. the S&ndilya 
Vidyd y as the former is an independent Vidyd 9 on 
account of the difference of Brahman' s abode , 

^ ii 

dWfa: Supporting (the univers..)i STarfH* pervading. 
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the sky also ^ and 8RP for the same reason (ad * 
in the previous Sutra). 

23. For the same reason (as in the 
previous Sutra) the supporting (of the 
universe) and pervading of the sky (attri- 
buted to Brahman in the Ranayaniya- 
khila) also (are not to be included in other 
Upasanas of Brahman). 

In a siipplementary text of the RanayaniyaA 
there occurs the passage, “The powers, which were 
•collected together, were preceded by Brahman; the 
pre-existent Brahman in the beginning pervaded 
the whole sky. M Now these two qualities of Brah- 
man are not to be included in other places treating 
of Brahma Yulya for the same reason as is given in 
the last Sutra, viz. difference of abode. Moreover, 
these qualities and those mentioned in other Vidyas 
like the Sandilya Yidya, are of such a nature as to 
exclude each other, and are not suggestive of each 
other. The mere fact of certain Yidyas being con- 
nected with Brahman does not constitute their 
unity. Brahman, though one, is, on account of its 
plurality of powers, meditated upon in manifold 
ways. The conclusion therefore is that the TJpa- 
-sana referred to in this Sutra is an independent 
Yidya standing by itself. 
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Topic 1-j ; The Purusha Vidya in the Chiuin- 
d ay ya and ike T ait tin ya ate not 'one. 



II W II 




As in the Purusha VidyA (of the 
Chh&ndogya) ^ and of the others 

not being mentioned (in the Taittiriya). 


24 . And (since the qualities) as (men- 
tioned) in the Purusha Vidya (of the 
Chhandogya) are not mentioned (in that) 
of the others ( i.e • in the Taittiriya) (the? 
two Purusha Vidyas are not one). 

In the lust Sutra the Vidyas were held to be 
different as there was no recognition of the funda- 
mental attribute of the one Vidva in the other. 
This Sutia cites an example where Mich a funda- 
mental attribute occurs in both. O 11 this ground 
the opponent argues that the two Vidyas are one. 
In the Chhandogya there is a Vidya about man in 
which he is identified with the sacrifice: “Man is 
the sacrifice. “ In the Taittiriya Aranyaka (10. 
04) also occurs a similar Vidya where man is so- 
identified: “Tor him who knows thus,, the self of 

the sacrifice is the sacrificer” etc. The fundamen- 
tal attribute referred to is that mail is identified 
with sacrifice in both. This Sutra says that in 
spite of this, the two Vidyas are not one, for the 
details differ. Moreover, the result of the Vidy& 
in the Taittiriya is the attainment of the greatness* 
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of Brahman, while that of the Chhandogya is long 
life. Therefore the two Vidyas are separate, and 
there can be no combination of particulars in the* 
two places. 

Topic 14: Detached Mantras like “ Pierce 
the whole ( body of the enemy)” etc . and sacrifices 
mentioned at the beginning of certain U panishadx 
do not form part of the Brahma Vidyd included in 
the Upanishads. 

n u 

Piercing etc. because they have a 

different meaning. 

25. (Certain Mantras relating to; 
piercing etc. /"are not part of the Vidyas 
though mentioned near by) because they 
have a different meaning. 

At tile beginning 1 of the Upanishad of the 
Atharvanikas we have, “Pierce the whole (body of 
the enemy), pierce his heart” etc. Similarly at 
the beginning of other Upanishads of other Sakhas 
we have Mantras. The question is, whether these 
Mantras and the sacrifices referred to in the Brah- 
manas in close proximity to the Upanishads are to- 
be combined with the Vidyas prescribed by these 
Upanishads. The Sutra says that they are not to 
be combined, for their meaning is different, inas- 
much as they indicate acts of a sacrifice and there- 
fore have no connection with the Vidyas. The 
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piercing, for example, is connected with some 
ceremony to destroy one’s enemy. 


Topic 15 : The statement made in one of the 
texts thxit the good aiul evil deeds of a person who 
has attained, Knowledge go to his friends and ene- 
mies respectively , is valid \ for all texts where dis- 
carding of good, and evil Karma by such a person 
ts mentioned. 





«S*1 


1 1 ii 

Where (only) tho discarding (of good and 
evil) is mentioned g but on account 

of the word ‘receiving* being supplementary (to the 
word ‘discarding’) 55TI : -t$2,fd-3'OU'1'=id. as in the 
case of Kusas (sticks for keeping count of hymns), 
metres, praise, and recitation gg. that 3^3^ has been 
stated (by Jaimini). 

26. But where (only) the discarding 
(of good and evil) is mentioned, (the 
receiving of this good and evil by others has 
to be included), on account of this word 
‘receiving’ being supplementary (to the 
word ‘discarding’), as in the case of Kusas, 
metres, praise, and recitation. That (viz. 
that it should be so done) has been stated 
(by Jaimini in Purva Mimamsa). 

Having dealt with the combination of 
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^particulars with respect to similar Vidyas, the 
author now proceeds to deal with the combination 
of' the effects with respect to the Upasaka. 

Jaimini has said that statements with respect 
to Kusas, metres, praise, and hymns have to be 
completed from other texts. In some places Kusas 
are simply mentioned, but another text specifies 
that they are to be made of fig wood. The first Sruti 
will have to be completed in the light of the other. 
Similarly with respect to metres, praise, and recita- 
tion. This principle is here applied to the effects 
of the Upasaka’s actions in connection with the 
Vidyas mentioned in the Upanisliads. We find 
• certain texts mention the discarding of good and 
evil by a person attaining Knowledge. Vide Chh. 
8. 13. Another text not only mentions this, but 
also adds that the good and evil are obtained by his 
friends and enemies respectively. Vide Kau. 1. 4. 
This Sutra says that the obtaining of the good and 
-evil by his friends and enemies has to be inserted 
in the Chhandogya text, according to Jaimini's 
principle explained above. 

This Sutra may also be explained in another 
way if the discussion on < discarding , is different. 
It may be argued that the verb ‘Dim’ in the text 
of the Chhandogya and Kaushitaki may be inter- 
preted as trembling and not as getting rid of, in 
which case it would mean that good and evil still 
cling to a person who attains Knowledge, though 
their effects are retarded owing to the Knowledge. 
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This Sutra says that such a meaning is not correct, 
.for the subsequent portion of the text in the Kau- 
shitaki shows that others get this good and evil, 
and this is not possible unless the person who 
attains Knowledge discards them. • 

Topic 1(J : The discarding of pood and evil btj 
the k noire r of Brahman takes place at the 'time of 
death and not on liis wap to Brahvxaloka. 

cTcfelTOFITrl , ?PTT ^ || ^ II 

imTM At the time of death there 

being nothing to be attained so also f|[ for 3^ 
others. 

27. (He who attains Knowledge gets 
rid of his good and evil works) at the time 
of death, there being nothing to be obtain- 
ed (by him on the way to Brahmaloka 
through works) ; for other texts also say so. 

The question is raised as to when the indivi- 
dual soul gets rid of the effects of its good and evil 
works. “He comes to the river Yiraja and crosses 
it by the mind alone, and there he shakes off good 
and evil” (Kan. 1. 4). On the basis of this text 
the opponent holds that the effects are got rid of on 
the way to Brahmaloka and not at the time of 
death. This Sutra refutes^ it and says that the 
man of realization gets rid of them at the time of 
death. The Sanehita and A garni Karma (work) is 
destroyed with Knowledge and the Prarabdha is; 
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destroyed at death. So at the time of death he is 
rid of all effects ofjiis good and evil deeds. The 
reasons for this conclusion are : On the way to • 
Brahmaloka, the destination of the knower of 
Brahman, it is not possible to discard good and 
evil effects for then the soul has no gross body, and 
so cannot practise any Sadhana that will destroy 
them. Nor does the soul experience anything on 
the way, for which one would have to admit the 
persistence of good and evil till then Rather they 
are destroyed by the Vidva practised by the aspi- 
rant before he leaves the body. The scripture also 
says, “Having shaken off his evil as a horse shakes 
off his hairs” etc. (Ghh. 8. 13. 1). Moreover, it is 
not possible to cross the river Viraja unless one is 
free from all good and evil. Therefore we have to 
take it that all the good and evil are discarded at 
the time of death and the Kaushitaki text has to 
be explained accordingly. 

u u 

According to his liking on 

account of there being harmony between the two, 

28 . (The interpretation that the indi- 
vidual soul practising Sadhana) according 
to his liking (gets rid of good and evil while 
living, is reasonable) on account of there- 
being harmony (in that case) between the- 
two (viz. cause and effect as well as bet- 
ween the Chhandogya and another Sruti). 
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Since the individual soul attains Brahman 
-after death as a result of the Vidya, why not under- 
stand that the getting rid of good and evil, the 
result of the Vidya, is also attained after death? 
Not so, for it is possible to practise Sadhana to 
tone’s liking only during one’s life time, and from 
Sadhana alone results the destruction of good and 
evil. And it is not reasonable to say that the cause 
being there, the effect is delayed till some time 
after death. Therefore there is harmony between 
the texts quoted above. The attainment of Brah- 
xnaloka is not possible so long as there is a body, 
but there is no such difficulty about the shaking 
off of good and evil. 

Topic 17 : The knowcr of the Saguna Brahman 
alone goes hg l he path of the gods after death and 
not the knower of the Nirguna Brahman . 

n ii 

Of the soul’s journey (after death) along the 
path of the gods utility SWpsif in two ways 

otherwise % for a contradiction, 

29. (The soul's) journey along the 
path of the gods is applicable in two ways 
{i.e. differently), for otherwise (there would 
result) a contradiction. 

A question is raised that just as the getting 
rid of good and evil is understood as being followed 
by their acceptance by others, so also the journey 



3.3.30] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


383 

after death along the Devayana, the path of the 
gods, which is sometimes mentioned as following 
the discarding of good and evil, is common to all 
Upasakas, those of the Nirguna as well as the 
Saguna Brahman. This Sutra says that it is true 
only of the worshipper of the Saguna Brahman, 
for Brahma loka being located elsewhere in space, 
the journey has a meaning in his case only. But 
the knowledge which results from absorption in the 
Nirguna Brahman is merely the destruction of 
ignorance. So what meaning has journey for 
such a person? If the journey applies to him also, 
then it would contradict Sruti texts like, 4 ‘Shaking 
off good and evil, free from passions, he reaches 
the Highest Unity’ 1 (Mu. 3. 1. 3). How can one 
who has become Brahman, the pure, the one 
without movement, go to another place by De- 
vayana? Since he has already attained his goal, 
'viz. unity, the journey along the Devayana is 
meaningless for him. Therefore the worshipper 
of the Saguna Brahman alone goes by the' 
Devayana. 

I *3Tw 5 II 3° II 

OT’pff: Is reasonable •* for the char- 

acteristics which render such journey possible are 
seen as in the world. 

30. (The differentiation mentioned 
above) is reasonable, for the characteristics 
which render such a journey possible are 
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seen (in the case of Saguna Upasana but 
not in that of Nirguna Upasana) ; as (is 
seen) in the world. 

The differentiation between the paths of the 
worshippers of the Saguna and Nirguna Brahman 
is reasonable, because the characteristics or reasons 
for such a journey of the worshipper of the Saguna 
Brahman, are seen in the Vidva described in the 
Kaushitaki TJpanishad. For the texts mention 
certain results which can be attained by the wor- 
shipper only by going to different places, such as 
mounting the couch and holding conversation with 
Brahman. But with perfect Knowledge or des- 
truction of ignorance, which results from Nirguna 
TTpasana, no purpose is served by such a journey. 
The distinction is analogous to what is seen in the 
world. To reach a village we have to go by the 
path which leads to it. But no such journey is 
required to get rid of our illness. 

Topic IS: All the worshippers of the Saguna 
Brahman go after death hi/ the path of the gods to 
Brahmaloka , and not merelg those who know the 
Panchdgni Vidyd etc., wherein such a path is 
specifically mentioned. 

3rfwr: ^reform , 3i©rrg*rRT- 

VTJTq II W II 

StpRRT: (There is) no restriction (Devay&na 

applies equally) to all (Vidyfts of the Saguna 
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Brahma til there is non-contradiction 

as is seen from the Sruti and Smriti. 

31. (The passage of -the soul by the 
path of the gods) is not restricted (only to 
-certain Vidyas of the Saguna Brahman) ; 
(it applies equally) to all (Vidyas of the 
Saguna Brahman). There is no contradic- 
tion, as is seen from the Sruti and Smriti. 

In the. Panchagni Vidya of the Chhandogya 
the result of such a meditation is said to be the 
passage after death to Brahinaloka by the path of 
the gods (Devayana). But such a result is not 
explicitly stated in the case of the Vaisvanara 
Vidya. The question is whether through this 
Vidya also one goes after death along the Devayana 
hr not. This Sutra says that all worshippers of 
the Saguna Brahman, whatever their Vidyas, go 
after death by this path. For so it is seen from the 
'Sruti and Smriti. “Those who meditate thus 
(through Panchagni Vidya) and also those who 
meditate in the forest endowed with Sraddha and 
Tapas go by the path of the gods” (Clih. 5. 10. 1). 
Tli is text clearly shows that those who meditate 
upon these five fires, and those dwellers in the 
forest who, endowed with faith and austerity, 
worship the Saguna Brahman through any other 
Vidya.. both go by the path of the gods. For the 
support of this view by the Smriti see Gita 8.. 26. 
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Topic 19: Perfected souls may be reborn for the 
fulfilment of some divine mission . 

1 1 V* II 

So long as the mission is not fulfilled 
(there is corporeal) existence °f 

those who liave a mission to fulfil. 

32. Of those who have a mission to 
fulfil (there is corporeal) existence, so long 
as the mission is not fulfilled. 

Rislii Apantaratama was born again as Yyasa. 
Sanatkumara was born as Skanda. So also other 
Rishis like Yasishtha and Narada were born again. 
Now these Rishis had attained the knowledge of 
Brahman, and yet they had to be reborn. If that 
is so, what is the utility of such knowledge of 
Brahman? — says the opponent. This Sutra refutes 
it and says that ordinarily a person after attaining 
Knowledge is not reborn. But the case of those 
who liave a divine mission to fulfil is different. 
Those perfected sages have one or more births until 
their mission is fulfilled, after which they are not 
born again. But then they never come under the- 
sway of ignorance although they may be reborn. 
Their case is analogous to that of a Jivanmukta r 
who even after attaining Knowledge continues his 
corporeal existence as long as the Prarabdha 
Karma lasts. The divine mission of these people 
is comparable to the Prarabdha Karma. 
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j'opic 2d : /'he negatin' attributes of Brah- 
man mentioned, in various texts are to be combined 
in all meditations on Brahman. 

<^1^11 ¥k II 

Of the conceptions of the (negative) 
•attributes of the Immutable (Brahman) 3 but 
combination on account of the similar- 

ity (of defining Brahman through denials) and the 
object (viz. Immutable Brahman) being the same 
TTO^qRTas in the case of the Upasad (offerings) <TcT it 
has been said (by Jaimini). 

33. But the conceptions of the (nega- 
tive) attributes of the Immutable (Brah- 
man) are to be combined (from different 
texts where the Immutable Brahman is 
treated, in all meditations on the Immut- 
able Brahman, as they form one Vidya), on 
account of the similarity (of defining the 
Immutable Brahman through denials) and 
the object (the Immutable Brahman) being 
the same, as in the case of the Upasad 
(offerings). It has been said (by Jaimini in 
Purva Mimamsa). 

“0 Gargi, the knowers of Brahman say this 
Immutable (Brahman) is that. It is neither gross 
nor minufe, neither short nor long” etc. 


b.s.— 25 
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(Brih. 3. 8. 8). Again we have, “The supreme 
knowledge is that by which the Immutable (Brah- 
man) is attained. That which is imperceivablc, 
ungraspable” etc. (Mu. 1. 1. 5-6). The question is 
whether the negative attributes in these two texts 
are to be combined so as to form one Vidya, or 
they are to be treated as two separate Vidyas. The 
opponent holds that these attributes do not directly 
specify the nature of Brahman like the positive 
attributes, bliss, truth, etc., and so the principle 
established in Sutra 3. 3. 11. does not apply here, 
for no purpose is served by such a combination. 
So each denial is valid only for the text in which 
it occurs and not for other places. This the Sutra 
refutes and says that such denials are to be com- 
bined, for the method of teaching Brahman 
through denial is the same, and the object of ins- 
truction is also the Mime, viz. the Immutable 
Brahman. The rule of Sutra 3. 3. 11 applies here 
also, though there we were concerned with positive 
attributes and here with negative attributes which 
teach Brahman by an indirect method. The case 
is analogous to the Tpasad offerings. The Man- 
tras for giving these offerings are found only in 
the Sama-Vedn. But the priests of the Yajur- 
Veda use this Mantra given in the other Veda. 
This principle is decided by Jaimini in Purva 
Mimamsa. Similarly here also in the meditation 
on the Immutable (Brahman) the negative attri- 
butes have to be combined. 
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Topic 21 : M mulaka 3.1.1 itntl Katha 1.3.1 
form one Vidya. 

On account of describing ns this 

much. 

34. Because (the same thing) is des- 
cribed as such and such- 

“Two birds ot beautiful plumage . . . one of 
them eats the sweet and bitter fruits thereof, the 
other witnesses without eating' ’ (Mu. 3. 1. 1). 

Again we have, “There are the two . . . enjoying 
the results ot their good deeds” etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 1). 
In these two texts do we have two different 
Vidyas, or one only? The opponent holds that 
these are two Vidyas, for unlike the meditation on 
the Immutable, where the object of meditation 
was one, as shown in the previous Sutra, here 
there are different objects of meditation. That it 
is so is clear, for of Ihe texts cited above, the 
Mimdaka text says only one eats the fruit, while 
the other does not; in Katha, however, both of 
Ihem enjoy the results of their good actions. So 
the object of meditation is not identical. The 
Sutra refutes it and says thal they form one Vidya, 
for both describe the same Lord as existing thus 
and Urns, i.c. in the form of the Jiva. In other 
words, the object of the two lexis is to teach about 
the Supreme Brahman and show the identity of 
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the Jiva and Brahman. Lt has been explained in 
1. 2. 11 that the Sujireiue Lord does not actually 
enjoy the fruits of actions, but is said to do so 
because ot His being mentioned along with the 
Jiva, which does, as when we say, ‘The men with 
the umbrella 9 , where only one of them has the 
umbrella. Therefore the object of the meditation 
being one, the Vidyas are also one. 

Iuj)ir . H ri /uuidranija kn 3.4. 1 mid 3.0 . T 

constitute one Vidyd. 

SFcHT II Va II 

As being the innermost of all as in 

the case of the elements ^ITSR: ( teaching ) of the 
same Self. 

35. The same Self (is taught) as being 
the innermost of all, as in the ease of the 
elements. 

In the Brihadarauyaka we hnd Ushasta 
questioning Yajnavalkya thus: “Explain to me 
1 he Brahman ilia! is immediate and direct — the 
■self that is within alP* ; and Yajnavalkya replies: 
“That which breathes through Prana is your self, 
that is within all" (Brill. 3. 4. 1). In the same 
Upunishad 3. o. 1. to the same question put by 
Kaliola, Yajnavalkya replies: “That which 

transcends hunger and thirst, grief and delusion, 
decay and death. Knowing this very Self” etc. 
The opponent holds that these two are separate 
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Vidyas, because the answers given being different, 
the objects referred to must be different. The 
Sutra reiutes this and says that the object, is one, 
the Supreme Self, for it is impossible to conceive 
two Selves being* simultaneously the innermost of 
all in the same body, even as none of the five 
(dements constituting* the body can bo tin* inner- 
most of all in the true sense of the term, though 
relatively one element can be inside another. 
Similarly one Self alone can be the innermost of 
all. Therefore the same Self is taught in both the 
.answers. 

whsiT- 

ii 

Otherwise the repetition cannot 

be accounted for %J,if it bo said «I not so 
*nK«H fc like another instruction (in the Ohh&ndogya). 

36. if it be said (that the two Vidyas 
4ire separate, for) otherw ise the repetition 
cannot be accounted for, (we say) not so; 
(it is) like (the repetition) in another 
instruction (in the Chnandogya). 

An objection is raised that unless the two 
texts refer to two different Selves, the repetition 
of Hie same subject would be meaningless. This 
Sutra, says that it is not like that. The repetition 
has a significance. It. is intended to make the 
student understand the subject more convincingly 
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from different angles, and so the repetition doe& 
not justify us to take that two different Selves are 
taught here, even as the repetition of the teaching 
‘Thou art That’ nine times does not entitle us to 
take the whole teaching in the Chhandogya as 
more than one Vidya. The difference in answer is 
due to the fact that the second answer tells some- 
thing special about the Self. In the first it is 
taught that the Self is different from the body; in 
the second, that Tt is beyond relative attributes. 

To pir L jJ : The Sniti. enjoins reciprocal medita- 
tion in Ait . A r. 2. 2. 4. (> and not merely one way . 

fqpi*(Pd *0d^drl II ^ II 

<^Id5K : Reciprocity (of meditations) fafefaPd (the 
scriptures) prescribe (this) ff[ for ^d<ddL a s in other 
cases. 

37. (There is) reciprocity (of medita- 
tion), for the scriptures prescribe this, as 
in other cases- 

In the /Vita reya Aranvaka we have, “What l 
am, that He is; what He is, that am I” (2. 2. 4. 6). 
The question here is whether the meditation is to 
be of a reciprocal nature, i.e. identifying the wor- 
shipper with the being in the sun, and then, 
inversely, identifying the being in the sun with 
the worshipper; or only in the first named way. 
The opponent holds that the meditation is to be 
one way only and not in the reverse way also. 
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For the first meditation has a meaning, inasmuch 
as it raises the Jiva to the level of Brahman, 
but lowering Brahman to the Jiva state is meaning- 
less. The present Sutra refutes this view and 
says that the meditation is to be both ways, for 
otherwise such a statement would be useless. Sruti 
expressly prescribes the reverse meditation, even 
as it prescribes elsewhere that the Lord is to be 
meditated upon as having true determination 
(Satya Sankalpa) and so on. This is not lowering 
Brahman, since He who has no body can be wor- 
shipped even as possessing a form. 

Topic :J4 : H ri kadd ronjfo k(L J. /. /. and J. a. ? 
treat of one Vidyd about Satya Brahman. 

&T ^T<rq: || II 

3T The same (Satya-VidyA.) because 
(attributes like) Satya etc. 

38. The same (Satya- Vidya is taught 
in both places), because (attributes like) 
Satya etc. (are seen in both places)* 

In the Brihadaranyaka 5. 4. 1 we have. “He 
who knows this great, adorable, first bom (being) 
as the Satya Brahman, conquers these worlds / 9 
Again in 5. 5. 2 we have, “That which is Satya is 
that sun — the being who is in that orb and the 
being who is in the right eye ... he destroys 
evils.” Arc these two Satya -Yidyas one or different? 
The Sutra says that they are one, inasmuch as the 
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st'cond text refers to tile Satya of the earlier text 
by saying, “That which ifc Satya” etc. But it may 
be said that the result of these two meditations is 
different, as is seen from the texts: In the first it 
is said that such a person conquers these worlds, 
and in the second, that lie destroys evils. In 
reality, however, there is only one result in both 
cases, and the mention of result in the latter case 
is merely by way of praise of the further instruc- 
tion given about Satysi. 

Topic 2o : . 1 1 tributes //trot ioved in ( hit. 8. 1. / 
and Brill. 4. 4. 22 arc to be combined on accoubt 
of a number of common features in both tlui texts. 

<m =*, 3TFTcRTfHm: 1 1 ^ II 

<5Wlf^ (True) desire etc. in tile other cf5f 

(those mentioned) in the other ^ nnd on 

account of the abode etc. 

39. (Qualities like true) desire etc- 
(mentioned in the Chhandogya are to be 
inserted) in the other ( i.e . in the Brihad- 
aranyaka) and (those mentioned) in the 
other (i.e. in the Brihadaranyaka are also 
to be inserted in the Chhandogya), on 
account of the abode etc. (being the same in 
both). 

In the (Ihhamlo^ya 8. 1. 1 we have, “There is 
ihe city of Brahman aud in it the palace-like lotus 
and in that the small ether . . That is the 
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Self” etc. Again in the Brihadarunyaka 4. 4 . 22 
we have, “That great, birth less Self which is iden- 
tified with the intelleH . . . lies in the ether 

that is within, the heart.” The question is whether 
the two constitute one Yidya and hence the parti- 
culars are to be combined, or not. The Sutra says 
that they form one Yidya, and the qualities men- 
tioned in each are to be combined in the other, for 
many points are common to both. There is the 
same abode, the same Lord is the object of medi- 
tation, and so on. There is, however, one differ- 
ence between the two texts. The Chhandogya 
treats of the Saguna Brahman while the Brihad- 
aranyaka treats of the Nirguna Brahman. But 
then as the Saguna Brahman is in reality one with 
the Nirguna, this Sutra prescribes combination of 
qualities for glorifying Brahman, and not for the 
purpose of TJpasana. 

Topic ’JO’: / , ni/iuffii t ho! nt mat nol hi observed 
on da of fox! . 

3TF?*T*<3tq: II V* || 

d. Oil account of the lvspeet shown 
there can be no omission. 

40. On account of the respect shown 
(to the Pranagnihotra by the Sruti) there 
can be no omission (of this act). 

This Sutra gives the view of the opponent. 

In the Yaisvanara Yidya of the Chhandogya 
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the Upasaku, before he takes his meals is asked first 
to offer food to each of the Pranas, saying, “To 
Prana 1 offer this/ * The Sruti attaches such im- 
portance to this Pranagnihotra that it enjoins food 
to be offered to the Pranas even before entertaining 
guests, whom all Hindus are supposed to attend 
before they take any food. The question is whether 
this Pranagnihotra is to be observed even on days 
of fasting. This Sutra says that there should be 
no omission of it, and so it must be observed even 
on fast days by sipping at least a few drops of 
water, since the Sruti attaches such importance 
to it. 


sqf^rscr:, n 

When food is served from that efff 
't'Wnhfor so (the Sruti) declares. 

41. When food is served, from that 
(the Pranagnihotra is to be performed), 
for so (the Sruti) declares. 

This refutes the view expressed in the last 
Sutra and says that the Pranagnihotra need not be 
performed on fasting days, for the Sruti says, 
“Therefore the first food which comes is meant for 
Homa. And he who offers that first oblation should 
offer it to Prana, saying Svaha” (Chh. 5. 19. 1). 
The importance given by the Sruti is only to the 
effect that the first portion of the food, on those 
days when it is taken, should be offered to the 
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Prauas, and not that it should be observed even on 
fasting days. 

Topic Ti : ( pdsanas mentioned in eonnectum with 
certain sacrifices arc not parts of then a and lienee 
are not inseparably connected with them . 

it v* II 

No rule about the inviolability 
of that that being seen (from the Sruti) 

separate % for 3rafu®F*r; non-obstruetion ^5^ result. 

42. There is no rule about the inviola’ 
bility of that ( i.e . Upasanas connected 
with certain sacrifices) ; that is seen (front 
the Sruti itself) ; for a separate effect 
(belongs to the Upasanas), ciz. non-obstruc- 
tion (of the results of the sacrifice). 

The question whether certain Upasanas men- 
tioned with some sacrifices are part of those sacri- 
fices and therefore inseparably connected with 
them, is taken up for discussion. This Sutra says 
that such Upasanas do not form a part of the sacri- 
fice, for there is no rule as to their inseparability. 
On the other hand the scripture clearly says that 
the sacrifice can be performed with or without 
them. “Therefore both he who knows this, and he 
who does not, perform the sacrifice” (Chh. 1. 1. 19). 
See also Chh. 1. 10. 9. The Sruti, moreover, men- 
tions a separate effect of the Upasanas apart from 
that of the sacrifice, viz. the non-obstruction (i.e. 
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• enhancement) of the results of the sacrifice. “The 
sacrifice which a man performs with knowledge etc. 
is more powerful 5 ' (Ohh. 1. 1. 10). It means that 
the original sacrifice would have got its own results, 
hut the Upasana enhances those results. So the 
J esuits of the sacrifice with or without the Upasana 
are different. Therefore the Upasana does 
not form pari of the sacrifice, and hence may 
or may not be performed according to the pleasure 
of the saeriticer. Non-obstruction may be ex- 
plained thus: The sacrifice without the Upasana 
would have had the prescribed results, but the 
1 pasami prevents any obstruction to those results. 
This, however, does not make it a part of the sacri- 
fice. Sometimes the results of the sacrifice are 
'delayed owing to the intervention of any bad 
Karma of the saeriticer, but the Upasana destroys 
the effect, of that, and the results are attained 
earlier. Here, however, the sacrifice does not 
depend upon the Upasana for its results, though 
they might have been delayed. Hence the Upasana 
is not a part of the sacrifice, and is therefore 
■optional. 

To fur :>S : 1 f nl / t<t I ton* on I ajjn and Pvtma or 1 

io lt<‘ /,-( /)( s( /hirtilr in sfiilr of the rsscntial oneness 
of thest' two. 

II 

As in tin* ease of the offerings T£Ef exactly 

that has stated. 
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43. (The meditations on Vayu and 
Prana are different owing to their different 
functions, though the two are essentially 
one); (it is) exactly as in the case of the 
offerings (of cakes to Indra the ruler, tin- 
monarch, and the sovereign separately) . 
This has been stated (by Jaimini in Purva 
Mimamsa-Sutras). 

In the Samvarga Yulya of I lie Chhaiulogyn. 
meditation on Prana with reference to the body 
and on V avu with reference to I he gods is pres- 
cribed. 1ST o w many texts declare that Prana and 
Vavu are one in essence. So I he opponent holds 
that the two meditations can ho combined. The 
Sutra refutes the view and says that they art* to be 
kept apart, in k spite of the non-difference in nature 
of Vayu and Prana ; for their functions due. to their 
different abodes are different. Just as oblations am 
separately given to Tudra tin* ruler, the monarch, 
and tile sovereign according to his different capa- 
cities, though he is out* god; so tin* meditations on 
Vayu and Prana have to be kept apart. This prin- 
ciple is established by Jaimini in Purva 
Mdmamsa. 

T o fit c : I hr ///•<;•.-, / //, 4 </n / rahasya of flit' 

Tlrihadaran ya lea arc not part of the sacrificial act, 
hnf constitute a separate Yidyd. 

II MM II 

On account of the abnndanco of 
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indicatory marks 93C.it Can indicatory murk) f? for 
q<?5)q: is s* ron^ r 99. t lint 3fft also. 

44. On account of the abundance of 
indicatory marks (the fires of the mind, 
speech, etc. in the Agnirahasya of the 
Vnjasaneyins do not form part of the 
sacrifice), for it (an indicatory mark) is 
stronger (than the context). That also (has 
been stated by Jaimini). 

In Agnirahasya of the SatapnVha lirahmana 
certain fires, named at lor mind, speech, eyes, etc. 
me mentioned. The question in whether these form 
part of the sacrifice mentioned therein, or form an 
independent Vidya. The Sutra says that in spite 
of the prima facie view which arises from the con- 
text, these constitute an independent Vidya. For 
there are many indicatory marks to show that these 
tires form a Vidya ; and indicatory marks are more 
forceful than the context, according* to Purva 
Mimamsa. 

HTSWR! || W II 

Alternative forms of the one mentioned 
first JHK^lirl, on account of the context ought to 
be fifxfi part of the sacrifice RT9999. like the imnirinnry 
drink. 

45. (The fires spoken of in the pre- 
vious Sutra, are) alternative forms of the 
one mentioned first (i.p. the actual saeri- 
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ficial lire) on account of the context ; (they) 
ought to be part of the sacrifice like the 
imaginary drink. 

The opponent raises a fresh objection. In a 
certain sacrifice a Soma drink is offered to Praja- 
pati, wherein the earth is regarded as the cup and 
the sea as the Soma. This is a mental act only, 
and yet it forms a part of the sacrifice. So these 
fires also, though mental, i,e. imaginary, are yet 
part of the sacrifice, and not an independent Vidya, 
because of the context. They are rather an alter- 
native form of the first-mentioned actual fire. 

li ^ li 

On account of the extension (of the 
attributes of the first to these fires) =3 and. 

46. And on account of the extension 
(of the attributes of the actual fire to these 
imaginary fires). 

The opponent gives a further reason in support 
of his view. The Sruti in that passage attribute® 
all the qualities of the actual fire to these imaginary 
fires. Hence they are part of the sacrifice. 

ftsrWrf II ^ il 

Vidyfl, indeed g but because 

(the Sruti) asserts it. 

47. But (the fires) rather form a 
Vidya, because (the Sruti) asserts it. 
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4 But' refutes the opponent. The Sutra says 
thai the fires constitute a Vidya. for the text asserts 
that “They are made of knowledge only/’ and that 
“By knowledge and meditation they are made for 
him.” 

vtk rra II VC II 

Because (of the indicatory marks) seen 

and. 

48. And because (of the indicatory 
marks) seen. 

'The indicatory marks are those referred to in? 

Sutra 44. 


* II W II 

Bceaii so of the* greater force of the 
Sruti etc. (/V. indicatory mark and syntactical 
connection) ^ and ^T^T: cannot he refuted. 


49. And because of the greater force 
of the Sruti etc. (i.e. indicatory mark and 
syntactical connection), (the view that the 
fires constitute a Vidya) cannot bo refuted. 

The Sruti directly says, “All these fires arc 
kindled with knowledge alone / 9 The indicatory 
mark is this: “All beings kindle these fires for 
him, even when lie is asleep. M This continuity of 
the fires indicates that they are mental ones. An 
actual sacrifice is not continued during sleep. The 
syntactical connection is: “Through meditation 
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alone are these fires of the worshipper kindled. 
These three are more forcible than mere context. 

. v ' i / n ’ . '' 

""" <\o II 

From the connection and so on 
(extension etc.) oven as other Vidyas 

are separate (it is) seen and this has 

been said (by Jaimini). 

50. From the connection and so on 
(extension etc.) (the fires constitute a sepa- 
rate Vidya), even as other Vidyas (like the 
Sandilya Vidya) are separate. And (it is) 
seen (that in spite of the context a sacrifice 
is treated as independent). This has been 
s^iid (by Jaimini in Purva Mim&ms&- 
Sutras). 

: ' 'This Sutra gives additional reasons in support 
of* the view set forth in Sutra 47. The text con- 
nects for purposes of Sampad TJpasan& (meditations 
based on resemblance) parts of a sacrifice with men- 
tal activities, e.g. “These fires are started mentally, 
the altars are set up mentally .... everything! 
connected with this sacrifice is done mentally.** 
This is possible only if there is a sharp difference 
between things resembling each other. 

The fires form a separate Vidya, even as the 
S&ndilya Vidy&, Dahara Vidy&, etc. form separate 


b.s. — 20 
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Vidyas, although mentioned along with sacrificial 
acts. Moreover, it is seen in the sacrificial portion 
of the Yedas the sacrifice Aveshti, though men- 
tioned along with the Rajasuya sacrifice, is yet 
regarded as an independent sacrifice by Jaimini 
in his Purva Mimamsa-Sutras. 

^PTfrT: II M II 

if Not in spite of the resemblance 

for it is seen as in the case of death 

^ for the world does not become (fire 

because of certain resemblances). 

51. In spite of the resemblance (of the 
fires to the imaginary drink, they do) not 
(form part of the sacrificial act), for it is 
seen (from "the reasons adduced that they 
constitute an independent Vidyft) ; (the 
mental affair here is) as in the case of death, 
for the world does not become (fire because 
of certain resemblances). 

This Sutra refutes the argument of the oppo- 
nent given in Sutra 45. The resemblance cited by 
the opponent there cannot stand, for on account of 
the reasons already adduced, viz . the Sruti, indi- 
catory mark, etc., the fires in question subserve the 
purpose of man only, and not any sacrifice. Mere 
resemblance cannot justify the opposite view. Aj&y-, 
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thing can resemble anything in certain respects; 
still the things are different. The resemblance 
cited is like the common epithet ‘death* applied to 
fire and the being in the sun. “The being in that 
orb is death indeed” (Sat. Br. 10. 5. 2. 3). “Fire 
is death” (Brill. 3. 2. 10). This resemblance can- 
not make fire and the being in the sun one. Again 
we have: “This world is a fire indeed, 0 Gotama, 
the sun its fuel” etc. (Chh. 5. 4. 1). Here from 
the similarity of fuel and so on the earth does not 
.actually become file. 

srt: li ^ li 

t K°I From the subsequent (Bril hi norm) ^ and 
sIKW of the text the fact of being such 

on account of the abundance 3 but 
connection. 

52. And from the subsequent (Brah 
mana) the fact of the text (under discus- 
sion) being such (i.p. enjoining a separate 
vidya) (is known). But the connection (of 
the imaginary fires with the actual fire is) on 
account of the abundance (of the attributes 
■of the latter that are imagined in these 
fires). 

In a subsequent Brahinana we have, “By 
knowledge they ascend there where all wishes aTe 
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attained, Those skilled in works do not go there** 
etc. Hei*e Vidya is praised and work depreciated; 
From this we find that what has been shown, 
that the fires form a Vidya, is the injunction of the 
Sriifi. The connection of the fires with the actual 
fire is not because they form part of the sacrifice, 
but because many ot the attributes of the real fire 
are imagined in tin* fires of the Vidya. 

j 7 V>/m* ')0: The Seif is a separate entity from 
the body . 

Till now the Ipasnnas have been discussed. 
Hu l the utility of these Upasanas depends on the* 
existence of an individual apart from the body who 
can reap the results of the Upasanas. Tn the 
absence of such an individual the Upasanas and 
even Vedanta teaching become useless. So in this 
topic the existence of an Atman apart from the 
body is taken up for discussion. 

sn^Fre: srftr ^T^Tri ii n 

Some (deny) ajRfpp (the existence) of an 
Atman (besides the body) fa£f) (for It) 

exists (only) when there is a body. 

53. Some (deny) (the existence) of act 
Atman (separate from the body), (for It) 
exists (only) when there is a body. 

This Sutra gives the view of the Ch&rv&kas or 
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(materialists, who deny the existence of an Atman 
other than the body. They say that man ia only a 
body, having consciousness for its quality, and that 
consciousness is like the intoxicating property that 
is i produced when certain materials are put toge- 
ther, none of which singly is intoxicating. They 
arrive at this conclusion in this way. Conscious- 
ness is seen to exist only >vhen there is a body. 
Independent of the body it is nowhere experienced. 
Hence it is only a quality of the body. There- 
fore, there is no separate Self in this body. 

fT^T^TTfac-Url, ^ 

snili'oni 

azifcfcs: Separateness d I < >r (conscious- 
ness) does not exist even when there is the body 
hot (so) 3 but as in the ease of cognition. 

54. Hut not (so); (a Self) separate 
•(from the body does exist), for (conscious- 
ness) does not exist even when there is the 
body (after death) ; as in the ease of 
cognition. 

This Sutra refutes the view expressed in the 
previous one. Consciousness cannot be a quality 
-of the body, for we do not find consciousness in a 
body after a person dies. So this consciousness is a 
quality of something different from and residing 
in the hody. Again the ClfSxvakas also accept that 
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the cognizer is different from the thing* cognized. 
If so,, since we experience our body, we who cog- 
nize it must be different from our body; and this 
thing which cognizes this body of ours is the Self, 
and consciousness is a quality of this Self, rather 
its nature. 

Topic 31: (J pas anas connected with sacrificial 
acts % c.y. the (Jdfjitha U pdsnnd, are valid, for all 
Sdkhds. 

ff. 5tf?T^ II 'VA II 

3WWW (Up&san&s) connected with parts (of 
sacrificial acts) g but ST not to (particular) 

Sftkh&s % because sfcH4H. hi each Veda. 

55. But (the Upasanas) connected 
with parts (of sacrificial acts are) not (res- 
tricted) to (particular) Sakhas only of each 
Veda (but to all its Sakhas), because (the 
same Upasana is described in all). 

There are certain Upasanas mentioned in con- 
nection with sacrificial acts, as, for example, the 
meditation on ‘Om’ which is connected with the 
Udgitha as Prana, or the meditation on the 
Udgitha as the earth and so on. The question ls 
whether these meditations are enjoined with refer- 
ence to the Udgitha and so on as belonging to a 
certain Sakha of a Veda or as belonging to all its 
Sakhas. The doubt arises because the Udgitha 
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ami so on are chanted differently in different 
Saklias, and as such they may be considered 
different. This Sutra refutes the view that they 
are so restricted, because the text speaks of these 
Upasanas in general, and so they are one in all 
the branches. 

u ^ 11 

Mantras etc. or else there 

is no contradiction. 

56. Or else like Mantras etc. there is 
no contradiction (here). 

•fust as Mantras etc. mentioned in only one 
Sakha are used in another Sakha with respect to 
that particular rite, so also the Upasanas con- 
nected with particular rites in one Sakha of the 
Veda can be applied to the other Sakhas. 

Tropic Vaisvdnara IJ pus and is one entire 

U pdisand . 

*|5l: <f*TT ft; || || 

On the entire form as in the case of 

sacrifice mJIkUpi importance so % for (the 

Sruti) shows. 

57. Importance (is given to the medi- 
tation) on the entire form (of Vaisvanara) 
as in the case of sacrifice; for so (the Sruti) 
shows. 
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j , , Ity the . Cbh&ndogya Upaniskad 5. 11-18 t ,we 
have the Vaisvanara Y'idya, the meditation the 
yosmic form of the Lord, where we are asked; ; to 
imagine that fjis head is the heavens, His eye the 
sun, and so on. In those sections we find different 
results mentioned for each part of the Upasana. 
For example, the Jesuit of meditating on His head 
as the heavens is: “He eats food, sees his dear 
ones, and has Yedie glory in his house’ ’ 
((Jkh. 5. 12. 2). Now the question is whether the 
Sruti here speaks only ot one Upasana on the 
whole cosmic form, or also piecemeal Upasanas. 
This Sutra says that it is the former. The separate 
results mentioned for detached Upasanas are to be 
combined into one aggregate with the principal 
meditation. That the Sruti intends only the 
entire Upasana is moreover known from the fact 
that it discourages part T Upasana in such expres- 
sions as “Your head would have fallen if you had 
not come to mo” (Chh. 5. 12. 2). The case is 
similar to certain sacrifices which include several 
minor sacrifices, the combined result of which 
completes that of the main sacrifices. That only 
one entire Upasana is intended is also inferred 
from the fact that the section begins thus: “Which 
is our Self, which is the Brahman” (Chh. 5. 11. 1) 
— which shows that the entire Brahman is sought 
as the object of meditation. It ends also thus : 
“Of that Vaisvanara Self Sutejas is the head” etc. 
(Chh. 5. 18. 2). 
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Topic 33: Various V id if as like the Sandilya 
■X'ulyd, Dahara V idyd , and so on are to be kept 
separate and not combined into one enitire 
1 T pS sand. 

•THT, ^57Tf?iT7TrI || V II 

•fRIF Different owing to difference of 

words etc. 

58. (Various Vidyas like the Sandilya, 
])ahara, etc. are) different owing to differ- 
ence of words etc. 

In the last Sutra it was shown that though 
the Sruti mentions meditations on parts of the cos- 
mic form, yet the meditation on the entire form is 
what is intended by the Sruti. Following this 
argument the opponent says that as the object of 
meditation is the one Lord, we are to combine all 
iho different Vidyas like the Sandilya Vidya, 
Dahara Vidya, Satya Vidya, and so on into one 
■ composite meditation on the Lord. This Sutra 
refutes that view and says 111 at these different 
Vidyas are separate, because the Sruti prescribes 
them using different words, ‘He knows’, ‘Let liim 
meditate’, ‘Let him form the idea’, etc. and this 
difference of terms is acknowledged to be a test of 
the difference of acts by Pnrva Mimamsa. ‘Etc.’ 
refers to other reasons like the difference in quali- 
ties. Though the object of meditation is the one 
Lord, yet owing to the difference in qualities that 
are. imagined in different 1 pasanas He is different. 
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Moreover, it is an impossibility to combine all the 
various Vidyas into one. So the different Vidy&s 
are to be kept separate, and not combined into one 
general meditation. 

Topic 34: Among Vidyas relating to Brahman 
any one alone should be selected according to 
one f s choice . 

f^r:, II 

f^q: Option 3tfqftT2-'+KMI^ oil account of (all 
Vidy&s) having the same result. 

59. There is option (with respect to 
the several Vidyas), because the result (of 
all the Vidyas) is the same. 

As the result of all the Vidyas is the realiza- 
tion of Brahman, it is enough if one takes up any 
one of them according to his liking and sticks to 
it till he reaches the goal. And once Brahman is 
realized through one of these Vidyas, resorting to 
another is useless. Besides, to practise more than 
one meditation at a time would only distract one’s 
mind and thereby retard one’s progress. Therefore 
one must restrict oneself to one particular Vidya. 

Topic 33: Meditations yielding special desires 
mug or may not be combined according to liking. 

*RT*lll 5° II 

Vidyas for particular desires 3 but 
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according to one’s desire flJJ^fclone may combine 
•T «IT or not on account of the absence 

of the preceding reason. 

60. But Vidyas for particular desires 
may be combined or not according to one’s 
desire on account of the absence of the 
reason (mentioned in the) previous (Sutra). 

In the last Sutra it was said that any one of 
the Vidyas about Brahman should be taken up, 
and that more than one at a time should not be 
taken up, because each Vidya was quite sufficient 
and more than one would distract the mind. Now 
there are various Vidyas wlich are practised not 
for the realization of Braliman, but to yield some 
particular desire. As, for example, in the Chlian- 
dogva d. Id. 2; 7. 1. d. The question is whether 
one is to restrict onself to only one of these Vidyas, 
or can practise more than one at a time. This 
Sutra says that as the results are different, unlike 
that of the Brahma Vidyas, one can take up more 
than one Vidya or not according to one’s pleasure. 

Topic o() : Meditations connected with 'mem- 
bers of sacrificial acts may or may not be combined 
according to liking . 

g wspnrre: II II 

With regard to (meditations) connected 
with members (of sacrificial acts) it is as 

with (the members) with which they are connected. 
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61. With regard (to meditations) 
connected with members (of sacrificial acts) 
it is as with (the members) with which they 
are connected. 

Sutras 61-64 give the view of the opponent. 
Different instructions connected with a sacrifice 
are mentioned in the different Vedas. Now the 
scriptures themselves say that all these- members 
mentioned in the different Vedas are to be com- 
bined for the due performance of the main one. 
The question now is, what is the rule to be followed 
with respect to the Upasanas connected with these 
members? This Sutra says that the same mle 
which applies to the members applies also to the 
Upasanas connected with them. In other words, 
all these Upasanas are also to be combined. 

fas'** II II 

M: V mm the injunction of the Sruti and. 

62. And from the injunction of the 
Sruti. 

Even as the members are scattered in the 
■ different Vedas, so are also the meditations con- 
nected with them. There is no difference as 
regards the injunction of the Sruti with respect to 
these meditations. 

WTOJUrUI 53 II 

63. On account of the rectification. 

A further reason is given by the opponent. 
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“Now verily that which is TTdgitlia is ‘Om\ 
and that which is ‘Om’ is irdgitha. (If one knows 
this) then from the seat (i.c. through proper func- 
tioning) of the Hotri (he) rectifies all defective 
singing (of the Udgatri)” (Chh. 1. 5. 5). Here it 
is said that the mistakes committed by the TJdgatvi 
(chanting priest of the Sama-Veda) are rectified by 
the recitation of the Hotri (invoking priest of the 
Rig-Veda), which shows that the meditations, 
though they are given in the different Vedas, are 
vet interlinked. So all of them have to be 
observed. 

n n 

From the Sruti declaring the feat- 
ure ‘Om’ as being common to all the Vedas ^ and. 

64. And from the Sruti declaring the 
syllable ‘Om’ which is a common feature (of 
the Udgitha Vidya), to be common to all 
the Vedas. 

“Through this does the Yedic Vidya proceed" 
(Chh. 1. 1. 9). This is said with reference to the 
syllable ‘Om’, which is common to all the Vedas 
and all the TJp asanas in them. This shows that as 
the abode of all Yidvas is eommoh, so are the 
Vidyas that abide in it, and therefore all of them 
are to be observed. 

* sit, ti 5S n 

«f !TT Rather not their correlation 

not being mentioned by the Sruti. 
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65. (The meditations connected with 
members of sacrificial acts are) rather not 
(to be combined), as the Sruti does not say 
that they are so correlated. 

This and the following Sutra give the conclu- 
sion. The rule for combining the instructions 
regarding sacrifices that are scattered in all the 
Vedas cannot be applied with respect to the 
IJpasanas connected with them. In the former 
case, if the instructions are not combined, the 
sacrifice itself will fail. But uot so if the Upasanas 
are not practised, for Upasanas only enhance the 
results of the sacrifice. (Vide 3. 3. 42). They are 
not inseparable from the sacrifice. So they may 
• or may not be practised. 

II 55 II 

Because the Sruti says so ^ and. 

66. And because the Sruti says so 
“The Brahman (superintending priest) who 
knows this protects the sacrifice, the sacrificer, and 
all the other priests” (Ohh. 4. IT. 10). This shows 
that the scriptures do not intend that all the 
meditations shohld go together. If it were so, 
then all the priests would know all of them and 
there is no sense in the Sruti distinguishing the 
qualified superintending priest from the rest. 

The meditations, therefore, may or may not be 
combined according to one’s taste. 



CHAPTER III 


Section iv 

In the last section were discussed the Vidyas, 
the means to the knowledge of Brahman. This 
section discusses whether this knowledge of Brah- 
man is connected with ritualistic work through the 
agent, or whether it independently serves the pur- 
pose of man (Purushartha). Man tries to attain 
the fulfilment of his desires, discharge of duties, 
acquisition of wealth, and Liberation. The ques- 
tion is whether knowledge of Brahman serves any 
of these purposes, or is merely connected with 
sacrificial acts in so far as it imparts to the agent a 
certain qualification. 

Topic 1: Knowledge of Brahman is not subor- 
dinate to sacrificial acts . 

ii ? ii 

JJWFU Purpose of man from this from 

the scriptures thus (says) BAdarftyana. 

1. From this (results) the purpose of 
man, because of the scriptures ; thus (says) 
BMarayana. 

Badarayana basing his arguments on the Sruti 
texts says that the knowledge of Brahman effects 
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mail's highest purpose and is not a part of sacri- 
ficial acts. It leads to Liberation. The scriptural 
authority referred to is texts like: “The knower 
of the Self goes beyond grief” (Chh. 7. 1. 3); “He 
who knows that Supreme Brahman becomes indeed 
Brahman” (Mu. 3. 2. 9); “The knower of Brah- 
man attains the Highest” (Taitt. 2. 1). 

n \ ii 

account, of filing supplementary (to 
sacrificial acts) arc mere praise of the" 

agent 1MI even as in other cases thus (says) 

nMn: Jaimini. 

2. Because (the Self) is supplement- 
ary (to sacrificial acts), (the fruits of the 
knowledge of the Self) are mere praise of 
the agent, even as in other eases; thus says 
Jaimini. 

According to Jaimini t lie Vedas merely pres- 
cribe acts to attain certain purposes including 
Liberation, and nothing more. He argues that the 
knowledge of the Self does not yield any indepen- 
dent results, as Vedanta holds, but is connected 
with the acts througli the agent. No one under- 
takes a sacrificial act unless he is conscious of the 
fact that he is different from the body and that 
after death lie will go to heaven, where he will 
i»njoy the results of his sacrifices. Texts dealing 
with Self-knowledge serve merely to enlighten the 
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agent and so are subordinate to sacrificial acts. 
Tlie fruits, however, which the Vedanta texts 
declare with regard to Self-knowledge are merely 
praise, even as texts declare such results by way of 
praise with respect to other matters. In short, 
Jaimini holds that by the knowledge that his Self 
will outlive the body, the agent becomes qualified 
for sacrificial actions, even as other things become 
fit in sacrifices through purificatory ceremonies. 


II \ II 

Because of the conduct found (from 

the scriptures). 

3. Because we find (from the script- 
ures such) conduct (of men of realization). 

“Janaka, emperor of Videlia performed a 
sacrifice in which gifts were freely distributed’ ’ 
(Brill. 3. 1. 1); “I am going to perform a sacri- 
fice, sirs' 5 (Chli. 5. 11. 5). Now both Tanaka and 
Asvapati were knowers of the Self. If by this know- 
ledge of the Self they had attained Liberation, 
there Avas no need for them to perforin sacrifices. 
But the two texts quoted show that they did per- 
form sacrifices. This proves that it is through 
sacrificial acts alone that one attains Liberation,, 
and not through the knowledge of the Self, as the- 
Vedantins Hold. 

n.s.— 27 
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II V || 

because. t.he scriptures directly declare 

that. 

4. That (viz. that knowledge of the 
Self stands in a subordinate relation to 
sacrificial acts) the scriptures directly 
declare. 

“That alone which, is performed with know- 
ledge, faith , and meditation becomes powerful” 
(Chli. I, 1. 10); This text clearly shows that 
knowledge is a part of the sacrificial act. 

II ^ II 

5. Because the two (knowledge and 
work) go together (with the departing soul 
to produce the results). 

“It is followed by knowledge, work, and past 
experience” (Brill. 4. 4. 2). This text shows that 
knowledge and work go together with the soul and 
produce the effect which it is destined to enjoy. 
Knowledge independently is not able to produce 
any such effect. 

ft^rnTR! n 5 n 

For such (as know the purport of the Vedas) 
because (the scriptures) enjoin (work). 

6. Because (the scriptures) enjoin 
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(work) for such (as know the purport of the 
Vedas) . 

The scriptures enjoin work only for those who 
have a knowledge of tin* Veda^, win eh includes the 
knowledge of the Self, lienee Knowledge does not 
independently produce any result. 

faw* n ^ ii 

•femraLOn account of prescribed rules and 

7. And on account of prescribed rules. 

“Performing works here let a man wish to live 
a hundred years*' (Is. 2); “Agnihotra is a sacri- 
fice lasting up to old age and death; for through 
old age one is freed from it or through death" 
(Sat. 111*. 12. 4. 1. 1). From swell prescribed rules 
also we find that knowledge stands in a subordinate 
relation to work. 

II £ II 

Because (t he scriptures) teach (the 
Supremo Self to be) something over and above § 
but B&dar&y ana’s (view) tpHsuoh /. r. cor- 
rect for that is soon (from the scriptures). 

8. But because (tbe scriptures) teach 
(the Supreme Self to be) other (than the 
agent), Badaray ana’s (view is) correct; for 
that is seen (from the scriptures). 

Sutras 2-7 give Ihe view of the Mimamsakas, 
which is refuted in Sutras 8-17. 



BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


[3.4.!> 


4*J‘J 


The Vedanta texts do not teach the limited) 
self, which is the a pent, but the Supreme Self,, 
which is different from the agent. Thus the know- 
ledge of the Self which the Vedanta texts declare 
is different from that knowledge of the self which 
an agent possesses. The knowledge of such a Self,, 
which is free from all limiting adjuncts, not only 
does nut help, but puts an end to all actions. 
That the Vedanta texts teach the Supreme Self is 
clear from such texts as the following: “He who* 
perceives all and knows all” (Mu. 1. 1. 9); 

“Under t lie mighty rule of this Immutable,. (V 
fiargi' ’ etc. (Brill. 3. S. 9). 

n s n 

Equal <J but ^^declarations of the Sruti. 

t). lint the declarations of the Sruti 
equally support both views. 

This Sutra refutes the view expressed in 
Sutra 3. There it was shown that .Tanaka and 
others even after attaining Knowledge were en- 
gaged in work. This Sutra says that scriptural 
authorily equally supports the view that for one 
who has attained Knowledge there is no work. 
“Knowing this very Self the Bnihmanas renounce' 
the desiie for sons, for wealth, and for the worlds, 
and lead a mendicant life" (Brill. 3. 5. 1). We* 
also see from tlic» scriptures that knowers of the* 
Self like Yajnavalkva gave up work. “ ‘This 
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much indeed is (the means of) immortality, my 
dear.' Saying this Yajnavalkya left home” 
<Brih. 4. 5. 15). r rhe work of Janakn and others 
was characterized by non-attachment, and as such 
it was practically no work; so the Mimamsa argu- 
ment is weak. 

II ?© II 

10. (Tlie declaration of the scripture 
referred to in Sutra 4) is not universally 
true. 

The (leclandion of the Kruti that knowledge 
enhances the fruit of the sacrifice does not refer to 
all knowledge, as it is connected only with the 
Tdgitha, which is the topic of the section. 

fonn: ii r <? ii 

f^PT: (There is) division of knowledge and work 
as in the case of a hundred (divided between 
it wo persons). 

11. (There is) division of knowledge 
and work, as in the ease of a hundred 
(divided between two persons). 

This Sutra refutes Sutra 5. “It is followed 
by knowledge, work, and past experiences” (Brill. 
4. 4. 2). Here we have to take knowledge and 
work in a distributive sense, meaning that know- 
ledge follows one and work another. Just as when 
we say a hundred be given to these two persons. 
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we divide il into two knives and give each 
man fifty. There is no combination of tlic two. 
Even without this explanation Sutra 5 can be- 
i etuted. For tlie text quoted refers only to know- 
ledge and work, which concern the transmigrating: 
soul, and not an emancipated soul. For the' 
passage, “Thus does the man who desires (trans- 
migrate') ” fllrili. 4. 4. 6) shows that the previous 
text refers to tile transmigrating self. And of the 
emancipated soul Sruti says, “But the man who 
never desires (never transmigrates)' ’ etc*. (Brill. 

4. 4. ()), 

12. (The scriptures enjoin work) only 
on those who have read the Vedas. 

This Sutra refutes Sutra G. 

Those who have read the Vedas and known/ 
about the sacrifices are entitled to perform work. 
No work is prescribed for those who have know- 
ledge of the Self from the Fpanisliads. Such a 
knowledge is incompatible with work. 

II r* II 

•I Not o win it to the absence ol any 

specification. 

13. Because there is no special men- 
tion (of the Jnani. it does) not (apply to- 
ll ini). 
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This Sutra refutes Sutra 7. The text quoted 
there from the Isa Upanisliad is a general state- 
ment, and there is no special mention in it that 
it is applicable to a Jnani also. In the absence of 
such a specification it is not binding on him. 

ii n 

For the praising (of Knowledge) 31;j*lld : 
permission 3F or rather. 

14. Or rather the permission (to do 
work) is for praising (Knowledge). 

The injunction to (lo work for the knowers of 
the Self is for the glorification of this Knowledge. 
The praise involved in it is this: A knower of the 
Self may work all his life, but on account of this 
Knowledge he will not be bound by its effects. 

*»;mifri ii r <^ ii 

According to their choice ^ and sonic. 

15. And some according to their choice 
(have refrained from all work). 

In Sutra 3 it was said that Tanaka and others 
were engaged in work even after Knowledge. 
This Sutra says that some have of their own 
accord given up all work. The point is that after 
Knowledge some may choose to work to set an 
example to others, while others may give up all 
work. There is no binding on the knowers of the 
Self as regards work. 
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ll II 

Destruction ^ and. 

16. And (the scriptures say that the) 
destruction (of all qualifications for work 
results from Knowledge). 

Knowledge destroys all ignorance ami ds 
products like agent, act, and result. “But when 
to the knower of Brahman everything has become 
the Self, then what should one see and through 
what” etc. (Brill. 4. o. 1 o ) . The knowledge of 
the Self is antagonistic to all work and so cannot 
possibly be subsidiary to work. 

fir II II 

'3j v: ^xf!>!T To those who observe continence ^ and 

(this Asrama is mentioned) in the scriptures % 
because. 

17. And (Knowledge belongs) to those 
who observe continence (i.e. to Sannyasins); 
because (this fourth Asrama is mentioned) 
in the scriptures. 

The scripture's declare that Knowledge is 
gained in that stage of life in which continence 
is prescribed, i.<\ the fourth stage or Sannyasa 
Asrama. To a Xannyasin there is no work pres- 
cribed except discrimination. So how can Know- 
ledge be subservient to work? That there is a 
stage of life (‘ailed Sannyasa we find from the 
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scriptures themselves in iexts like: “There are 
three branches of duty; sacrifice, study and 
charity are the first!... All these attain to the 
worlds of tlie virtuous; but only one who is firmly 
•established in Brahman attains immortality” 
(Chh. 2. 23. 1-2); “Desiring this world (the Self) 
alone monks renounce their homes” (Brill. 4. 4. 
22). See also Mu. 1.2. 11 and (Till. 5. 10. 1. 
Everyone can take to this life without being 1 a 
householder etc., which shows tin* independence 
•of Knowledge. 

Topic 2: Son n iftiso is prcscrilnil Inj tJn' 
scrijAt ii res. 

fir n \c ii 

mPTST Mere reference Jaimini then 4 

is no injunction ^ and % because (the script- 

ure) condemns (it). 

18. Jaimini (thinks that in the texts 
referred to in the last Sutra there is) a mere 
reference (to Sannyasa), and not injunction, 
because (other texts) condemn (Sannyasa). 

In (he text quoted in the last Sutra (Chli. 
2. 23. 1) Jaimini says that as there is no word 
showing that Sannyasa is enjoined on man, it is a 
mere' reference and not an injunction. The 
Brihadaranyaka text quoted in the last Sutra says 
that some persons do like that. Sruti here makes 
.a mere statement of fact. It does not enjoin 
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Sannyasa. Moreover, the text here praises stead- 
fastness in Brahman. ‘‘But only one who is* 
firmly established in Brahman attains immorta- 
lity. Sacrifice, study, charity, austerity, student- 
ship, and lifelong* celibacy result in the attain- 
ment of the virtuous world. But immortality is 
gained only by him who is hrmly established in 
Brahman. That is what the text says. Further, 

1 here are other texts which condemn Sanuyasa. 
“Having brought to your teacher the wealth that 
he likes, do not cut off the line of progeny" 
(Taitt. 1. 11)-; “To him who is without a son 
(this) world does not belong” (Taitt. Br. 7. 39. 12V 
and so on. 

II n II 

Ought to be gone through B&dar&- 

yana for the scriptural text refers equally to 

all the four Asramas. 

19. Badarfiyana (thinks that San- 
nyasa or monastic life) also must be gone 
through, for the scriptural text (cit£d) 
refers equally to all the four Asramas (stages 
of life). 

In the text cited, sacrifice etc. refer to the 
householders life, penance to Yanaprastha, 
studentship to Brahmaeharya and ‘one who is 
firmly established in Brahman' to Sannyasa. So- 
the text equally refers to all the four stages of 
life. The text relating to the first three stages 
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refers to wliat is enjoined elsewhere. So also does- 
the text relating’ to Sannyasa. Hence Sannyasa 
also is enjoined and must be gone through by all. 

qRORr! II K° II 

fiffc Injunction or rather us in the case 

of the carrying (of the sacrificial fuel). 

20. Or rather (there is ail) injunction 
(in this text), as in the case of the carrying, 
(of the sacrificial fuel). 

This Sutra now tries to establish that there is- 
an injunction about Sannyasa in the Ohhandogyu 
passage cited.* There is a Sruti text referring to* 
Agnihotra performed for the manes, which runs 
as follows: “Let him approach, carrying the 
sacrificial fuel below; for above he carries it tor 
the gods.” The last clause Jaimini interprets as 
an injunction, though there is no word in it to 
that effect, because' such ail injunction is nowhere 
else to be found in the scriptures. On account of 
its newness (Apurvata) it is an injunction. 
Following this argument this Sutra says that in, 
Chh. 2. 23. 1 there is an injunction with respect 
to Sannyasa, and not a mere reference, as it is not 
enjoined anywhere else. Moreover, there are* 
Sruti texts which directly enjoin Sannyasa: “Or 
else he may wander forth from the students’ life,, 
or from the house, or from the forest” (Jab. 4). 

Again Jaiinini himself says that even glorifica- 
tion, to be relevant, must be in a complimentary 
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relation to sin injunction. Jn the text cited 
steadfast devotion to Brahman is being 2 n>a ^ 8e( -^ 
and so it has an injunctive value. Now 
is it possible for one engaged in sacrificial rites 

• etc. to be wholly devoted to Brahman? Devotion 
to Brahman means constant meditation on it 
without any disturbing thought. Such a thing is 
impossible for a householder engaged in ritualistic 
work. It is possible only for a Sannyasin who has 

. rcnounred all work, and not for others. 

Neither is it true that Sannyasa is prescribed 

• only for those who are lame, blind, etc. , and 
.therefore unfit for ritualistic work. The text eited 
. a l)o vi» (Jab. 4) makes no such difference. More- 
over, Sannyasa is meant as a means to the realiza- 
tion of Brahman, and it is to be acquired in a 
regular prescribed way. “The wandering mendi- 
cant with coloured dress, shaven-headed, accept- 
ing no gifts, qualifies himself for the realization 
ot Brahman.” Therefore Sannyasa is prescribed 
by the scriptures and Knowledge, because it is 

< enjoined on Sannyasins, is independent of work. 

/ ujuc Scriptural statements as in Chh. ]. /. ,‘J 
u'hich refer to 1 idtfds are not mere! if ylori- 
fieatorij i)a<t enjoin the meditations. 

?r, n V< n 

Mere praise 34KHK because of their 
.reference (to parts of sacrificial acts) if it be 

said ft not so 3f<J«lc3fflLon account of its newness. 
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21. If it be said (that references as in* 
Chh. 1.1.3) are mere praise because of their 
reference (to parts of sacrificial acts), (we 
say) not so, because here it is mentioned for 
the first time. 

“That TTdgitha. (Om) is the best essence of the 
essences, the supreme, deserving* the highest 
place, the eighth’’ (Chh. 1. 1. 3), “This earth is 
llicli, and fire Saman” (Chh. 1. C>. 1). The- 
opponent holds that these are mere praise, and no 
injunction to meditate on ‘Om’ and so on. These 
passages are akin to, “The ladle is the earth 
“The tortoise is the sun”, which simply glorify 
the ladle and so on. This view of the opponent is 
refuted in the latter half of the Sutra. The 
analogy is not correct. Glorification to have a 
purpose, must be in complimentary relation to mv 
injunction. The passages quoted for analogy 
stand in proximity to injunctive passages, and so 
they can be taken as praise. But the passage of 
the Chhandogva where T’dgitha ‘Dm’ is described 
as the essence of essences, is mentioned in the- 
Upanishad, and so cannot be taken along with the 
injunctions about Udgitha in the Karmakanda. 
As such, on account of the newness it is an injunc- 
tion and not mere glorification. 

vrmsrro II II 

There being words expressive of injunc- 

tion ^ and. 
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22. Am) theiv being words ex])ressive 
■of injunction. 

"Let one meditate on ‘OnT (of) the t dgifha” 

< ( 1 li li . 1. 1. \). In this passage we have a clear 
injunction to meditate on ‘OnT. On the face of 
ihis am cannot interpret the text cited in the last 
Sulla a> mere glori fieatory of ‘OnT. 

Topic 4; The stones recorded in the T jianishads 
do not scree the purpose of Pari plants and so do 
i/i nt form part of the ritualistic acts. The if are 
meant to t/lonftj the \ idi/a tan pint in them. 

miR^rtt sfa ^iri , it, u \\ n 

qifcssfpsifc For the purpose of Pariplavas if 

it be said ^ not so lq£ifadc°ll<l.on account of (certain 
stories alone) being specified. 

23. If it be said (that the stories that 
occur in the Upanishads are) for the purpose 
of JViriplavas, (we say) not so, because 
(certain stories alone) are specified (by the 
Sruti for this purpose). 

In llu* Aswanicdlia sacrifice, which laMs for 
oik* year, llu* saerifirer and his family are expected 
In hear at intervals the* recital of certain stories. 
These are known as lYriplavns. and form part of 
tin* ritualistic arts. The question is whether 
I panishadie stories also serve this purpose, in 
which case they become part of the rites, and this 
means that ihe whole of Jnanakandu becomes 
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subservient to Karmakaudu. The stories referred to 
ore those relating to Yajnavalkya and Maitreyi, 
J h a tarda na and so on, which we find in the 
jirihadarnnyukn. Kaushitaki and other Upani- 
-diads. 

This Sutra denies that they serve the purpose 
of Pariplavas, for the scripture specifies the stories 
that are meant for this purpose. Any and every 
story cannot serve this purpose. TTpanishndie 
-dories aie not mentioned in this category. 





I! KV II 


So ^ and being connected as 

one whole. 


24. And so (they are meant to illus- 
trate the nearest Vulvas), being connected 
as one whole. 

The stories not serving the purpose at 
Ihuiplavas they are intended b> introduce the 
Yidyas. The story form is meant to catch the 
imagination of the student, who will thereby be 
7imre attentive to the Yidya described. 


Topic -7 • Sannydsins mid, not observe ritualistic 
arts , as Knowledge serves their purpose . 


3KT V& 



II ^ II 


SRlTJSf Therefore ^ and no neces- 

sity of lighting fires etc. 
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25. And, therefore, there is no neces- 
sity of lighting fires, and so on. 

Tn Sutra *1.4.1. it was said that the knowledge 
of the Self results in the attainment of the highest 
Furushartha or goal of life. Therefore the light- 
ing of fires for sacrifices and other similar acts 
enjoined on tin* householders etc. need not bo 
observed by Sannyasins, as Knowledge alone 
fulfils their object. 

Topic () : Nevertheless works prescribed hjj tin 
script it res are useful as the if arc an indirect 
/neans to f\ /lauded pc.' 

wtfnm n 11 

There is the necessity of all works ^ and 
for the scriptures prescribe sacrifices etc. 
(as means to Knowledge) even as the horse. 

20. And there is the necessity of all 
works, for the scriptures prescribe sacrifices 
etc. (as means to the attainment of Know- 
ledge, though they are unnecessary for the 
attainment of its results, viz.. Liberation), 
even as the horse (is used to draw a chariot 
and not for ploughing). 

From the previous Sutra we may conclude 
that works are altogether useless. This Sutra says 
that, all these works are useful, and that even the 
scriptures prescribe them, since they serve as a 
.means to Knowledge. Hut they have no part in 
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producing the result of this Knowledge, viz. 
Liberation. It comes only from Knowledge and 
not from work. Work purifies the mind, and the 
knowledge of the Self is manifested in such a pure 
mind. So works have a place as a means to 
Knowledge, though an indirect one. 

STTWTranfa: ?mrrarrsft <3, 

11 || 

W<k One must possess calmness, 
self-control, and the like *T*TT even if it be so <J 
but since they are enjoined as helps to 

Knowledge ^IB^T^^-^^ 2 ^^kand therefore they 
have necessarily to be observed. 

27. But even if it be so ( i.e . even 
though there is no injunction to do work to 
attain Knowledge in the text [Brih. 4. 4. 
22]) one must possess calmness, self-control, 
and the like, since these are enjoined a& 
helps to Knowledge, and therefore have 
necessarily to be observed. 

“The Brahmanas seek to know It through the 
study of the Vedas, sacrifices, charity” etc. 
(Brih. 4. 4. 22). In this text there is no word to 
show that sacrifice is enjoined on one who wants 
to know Brahman. So the opponent says that 
there is no need at all of work for an aspirant of 
Knowledge. This Sutra says that even if it be 
so, yet Control of the senses etc. are enjoined by 


b.s. — 28 
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the Sruti: “Therefore he who knows it us such 
becomes self-controlled, calm... sees the Self iu 
his self’ etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 23). This passage is in- 
junctive in character, for ‘ therefore’ expresses 
praise of the subject-matter and hence is con- 
nected with an injunction, because in the absence 
of an injunction the praise would be purposeless. 
Since these qualities are enjoined, they have 
necessarily to be practised. Self-control etc. 
directly help the attainment of Knowledge, while 
work helps it indirectly. 

Topic 7: Restrictions as regards food mag he 
waived only when life is at stake. 

STFJfT^r, II II 

Permission to take all sorts of food 
when life is jeopardized because the 

Sruti declares that. 

28. (Only) when life is jeopardized 
{there is) permission to take food indis- 
criminately, because the Sruti declares that. 

“For one who knows this, there is nothing 
that is not food” (Ckh. 5. 2. 1). The opponent 
holds that on account of the newness of the state- 
ment i< is enjoined on one who meditates on 
Prana. Such a statement being found nowhere 
-else, it has an injunctive value. This Sutra 
refutes it and says that it is not an injunction, 
hut only a statement of fact, and where the idea 
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of an injunction does not arise, we are not justi- 
fied in assuming* one. Prohibited food may be 
eaten only when life is in danger, as was done by 
the sage Chakrayana when he was dying for want 
of food. This fact we get from the Sruli. 

|| ^ || 

SWWRl Because of a non-contradiction (thus) ^ 
and. 

29. And because (thus) (the script- 
ural statements with respect to food) are 
not contradicted. 

“When the food is pure the mind becomes 
pure” (Clih. 7. 2 G. 2). This statement will not 
be contradicted only if the explanation given is 
taken, and not otherwise. 

arft ^ wfo ]| || 

^ Moreover the Smritis say so. 

30, Moreover the Smritis (also) say 
so. 

The Smritis also say that both those who 
have Knowledge and those who have not can 
take any food when life is in danger; then it is 
not sinful. Put they prohibit various kinds of 
food as objectionable^ 

|| || 

The scriptural text ^ and OR: hence SfWFCft 
prohibiting license. 
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31. And lienee the scriptural text 
prohibiting license. 

There ere scriptural passages prohibiting 
one from doing everything just as one pleases. 
License, freedom from all discipline, cannot help 
us to attain Knowledge. ‘‘Therefore a IVralnnana. 
must not drink liquor" (Kathaka Sant.). Such 
Sruti texts are meant for this discipline. 

Therefore it is established that the Sruti does 
not enjoin on one who meditates on Prana to 
take all kinds of food indiscriminately, 

7 op/r <N: The <1 idles of the Asrama ore to he 
performed ()jj ere a one who is not desirous 
of Knowledge. 

ii W ii 

Because they arc enjoined ^ and 
duties of the Asrama (order of life) also. 

32. And the duties of the Asrama 
(are to be performed) also (by him who does 
not desire Liberation), because they are 
enjoined (on him by the scriptures). 

in Sutra 25 it was said that works are a 
means to Knowledge. The question is raised, 
since it is so why should one who does not desire' 
Knowledge do these works? ,This Sutra says that 
since these duties are enjoined on all who are in 
these Asramas or stages of life, viz. student life, 
householder's life, and hermit life, one should 
observe them. 
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mpfflfroN ^ II \\ || 

As a means to Knowledge ^ and. 

33. And (the duties are to be per- 
formed also) ,as a means to Knowledge. 

Here we have to understand that the duties 
.are helpful in producing; Knowledge, but not its 
fruit, riz. Liberation, which is not attainable 
•except through Knowledge. 

WWFlft Cf US, II V! II 

Wfffi In all cases ^ ^ the same duties (have 
to be performed) because of the twofold 

indicatory mark. 

34. In all eases the same duties (have 
to he performed), because of the twofold 
indicatory mark. 

The question is raised whether the work done 
as enjoined on the Asramas and those done as 
aids to Knowledge are of two different kinds. 
Tli is Suira says that in either case, whether as 
duties of the Asramas or as aids to Knowledge, 
the same duties are to be done, as is seen from 
the Sruti and the Smriti texts. 

“The Bralnminas seek to know It through 
the study of the Vedas, sacrifices’ * etc. (Brill. 
4. 4. 22). This text shows that sacrifices etc. 
■enjoined in Rarmakanda for different purposes 
are to be performed as means to Knowledge also. 
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The Sniiiti also says the same 4liin<?. “He wlio 
performs obligatory work without desire for 
fruits” etc. (Grita (i. 1). Those very obligatory 
duties subserve Knowledge also. 

3 HrfirHef ^ n ^ n 

Not being overpowered ^ and the 

scripture shows. 

35. And the scripture shows (that on'? 
endowed with Brahmaeharya) is not over- 
powered (by anger etc.). 

'‘For that self does not perish which one 
attains by Brahmaeharya” (Chli. 8. 5. ‘V). This 
text also shows that like work Brahmaeharya etc. 
are also means to Knowledge. One endowed with 
it is not overcome hv anger, jealousy, etc., and 
his mind not being disturbed he is al)le to practise 
Knowledge. 

Therefore works are obligatory on the 
Asramas and are also means to Knowledge. 

I nf)H' U: 7 hose who stand in ithra i/ between 
tiro Asm /nos ore also entitled to Knowled fje. 

anvPtT •4lfa 5 , : II || 

(Persons standing) in between (two Asra- 
mas) ^ and atfl g also cross': such eases being seen. 

30. And (persona standing) in be- 
tween (two Asramas) are also (entitled to 
Knowledge), because such cases are seen. 
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The question is raised whether persons of 
dubious position — who have not the means etc. to 
do the duties of an Asrama, or who stand midway 
between two Asramas, as for example a widower — 
are entitled to Knowledge or not. The opponent 
holds that they are not, since they cannot do the 
works of any Asrama which are means to Know- 
ledge. This Sutra says that they are entitled, 
for such cases are seen from the scriptures, as for 
example Kaikva and Gargi, who had the know- 
ledge of Brahman. Vide Chh. 4. 1 and Brih. 3. 
G and 8. 

arfq ^ n u 

3Tfa ^ Further the Smriti records such cases. 

37. The Smriti also records such 
cases. 

Samvarta and other Bishis, without doing 
the works enjoined on the Asramas, became great 
Yogis. 

ii \c n 

Favour due to special works ^ and. 

38. And special works favour (Know- 
ledge). 

A widower, who cannot be said to be a house- 
holder in the proper sense of the word or a poor 
man who has not the means to perform the duties 
of the Asrama, can attain Knowledge through 
special works like prayer, fasting, Japa etc.. 
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[3.4.40 


which are not opposed to the condition of those 
who do not belong to any Asrama. 


foijTO |j II 


3Rf: Than this § but the other better 

fejrrat. because of the indicatory marks ^ and. 

39. But better than this is the other 
(state of being in some Asrama or other), 
(being maintained by the Sruti and the 
.Smriti) and because of the indicatory marks 
(in the Sruti and the Smriti). 

Though it is possible for one who stands 
between two Asramas to attain Knowledge, yet 
both the Sruti and Smriti say directly and in- 
directly that it is a better means to Knowledge to 
belong to some Asrama. “The Brahmanas seek 
to know It through .. .sacrifices’ * etc. (Brill. 
4. 4. 22) — this is a direct statement of the Sruti; 
“Any other knower of Brahman who has done 
good deeds” etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 9), and “Let not a 
Jhahmana stay even for a day outside the 
Asrama” — these are indirect statements of the 
Sruti and Smriti respectively. 


Topic JO: One who has taken ihc row of lifelong 
cchhacg (San nyasa) cannot revert hack to his 
former stages of life. 

II V o II 

For one who has attained that (the highest 
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Asrama) g but H no 3T3SR-* ceasing from that 
of Jaimini (is this opinion) also 

on account of restrictions prohibiting such 
reversion. 

40. But for one who has risen to the 
highest Asrama ( i.e . Sannyasa) there is no 
reverting (to the preceding ones), on account 
of restrictions prohibiting such reversion. 
Jaimini also (is of this opinion). 

The question whether one who has embraced 
Sannyasa can go back to the previous Asrama is 
taken up for discussion. This Sutra says that he 
cannot, because the »Sruti expressly forbids it. 
“He is to go to the forest, he is not to return from 
there.” But there are no rules allowing a rever- 
sion, like those which sanction the ascent to 
higher Asramas. it is also against approved 
custom. So one cannot revert from Sannyasa. 

Topic 11: E.rpiation for one who tram presses ilic 
row of l if cl on y celibacy. 

|| v? n 

^ Not ^ and (expiation) mentioned in 

the chapter dealing with the qualification even 
'RR-aigilRra. because a fall (in this case) inferred 
from the Smriti sK^irgand because of its ineflicacy 
< in his case). 
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41. And (the expiation), although, 
mentioned in the chapter dealing with 
qualifications (in Purva Mimamsa), is not 
(with reference to one who has taken the 
vow of lifelong celibacy), because a fall (in 
his case) is inferred from the Smriti, and 
because of its (of the expiatory ceremony) 
inefficacy (in his case). 

The case of those who have taken the vow of 
lifelong- celibacy and yet have transgressed this 
vow through a mistake in judgment, is taken up 
for discussion. The opponent, whose view is^ 
given in this Sutra, holds that for such trans- 
gressions there is no expiation. For no suclr 
ceremony is mentioned with respect to them, the 
one mentioned in Purva Mimamsa b. 8. 22 

referring to ordinary Bralimacharins, who are 
students, and not to Naislithika Bralimacharins. 
It can also he inferred that the Smriti declares, 
such lapses as not expiable. A beheaded man 
cannot be cured. “For him who lapses after 
having embraced the vow of a Naislithika Brali- 
machari T see no expiatory ceremony by which 
such a suicide can be purified.” The Smriti here 
does not refer to the ordinary Brahmacharin, and 
so tlie expiatory ceremony applies only to them 
and not to the Naislithika. Moreover, the cere- 
mony referred to in Purva Mimamsa is not 
efficacious in his case, for, to perform the cere- 
mony he will have to light the sacrificial fire anil 
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therefore have to marry, which means that he 
will cease to be a Naishthika thereafter. 

Prefixed with ‘Upa\ i. e. an Upa pataka or 
a minor sin stfl 3 but T*% some the existence 

in the case of eating cT^ this is ex- 

plained in Purva MiniftinsA. 

42. But some (consider this trans- 
gression on the part of the Naishthika) a 
minor sin (and therefore claim) the exist- 
ence (of expiation for it), as in the case of 
eating (prohibited food by ordinary Brah- 
macharins). This is explained in Purva 
Mimamsa. 

Some, however, think that such lapses on the 
part of a Naishthika, other than disloyalty to 
teacher’s wife etc., are minor sins and not major 
ones, and so can be expiated by proper cere- 
monies, even as ordinary Brahmacharins who take 
prohibited food are again purified by expiatory 
ceremonies. Tile reference to the text denying 
any such ceremony in his case is meant only to 
bring home to the Naishthika Brahmaehari the 
grave responsibility on his part so that he may 
struggle with all his soul. Similarly in the ca3e 
of the recluse and the Sannyasin. As a matter of 
fact, the Smriti does prescribe the purificatory 
ceremony for both the recluse and the Sannyasin. 
“The recluse when he has broken his vows 
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undergoes the Krieliclihra penance for twelve 
nights and then develops a place which is full of 
trees and grass.” The Sannyasin also undergoes 
the purificatory ceremony, with certain modi- 
fications. 

Topic 12: The life/on.// celibate who lapses in his 
raws to be slimmed bp society . 

II V3. II 

sffg : Outside 3 but in cither case 

from the Smriti STT^RJ^from custom ^ and. 

43. But in either case (they are to be 
ikept) outside the society, on account of 
the Smriti and custom. 

Whether the lapses be regarded as major 
■sins or minor sins, in either case good people are 
to avoid such transgressors; because the Smriti 
.and approved custom both condemn them. 

Topic 12: The meditations connected with the 
subordinate members of sacrificial acts are to be 
//one through by the priest and not by the 
saeri fiver. 

II II 

To the sacrificer from the decla- 

ration of results in the Sruti thus ®TC3J2TS Atreya. 

44. To the saeriiicer (belongs the 
agentship in meditations), because the 
Sruti declares a fruit (for it); thus Atreya 
«( thinks). 
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Tlie question is raised as to who is to observe 
the meditations eonneetod with subordinate mem- 
bers of saerifieial acts, whether it is the sacrificer 
or the priest. The opponent, represented by the 
sage Atreya, holds that it is to be observed by 
the sacrificer, as the Sruti declares a special fruit 
for these meditations. 



n ii 


arrfiN'S^The duty of the Ritvik (priest) 5% thus 
Audulonii for that % because lie 

is paid. 

45. (They are) the duty of the Ritvik 
(priest), thus thinks Audolomi, because he 
is paid for that (i.e. the performance of 
the whole sacrifice). 

Since the priest is paid for all his acts, and 
thereby the fruit of all his acts is, as it were, pur- 
chased by the sacrificer, the meditations also 
come under this category and have to be observed 
by the priest and not the sacrificer. This is the 
view of the sage Audulonii. 


n n 

From the Sruti ^ and. 

o 

46. And because the Sruti so declares. 
“Whatever blessing' the priests pray for at 
the sacrifice, they pray for the good of the sacri- 
fice r’’ (Sat. Br. 1. 3. 1. 26). Such texts declare 



4 f 4S 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[3.4.47 


Biat the fruit of meditations in which the priest 
is the agent, goes to the sacrificer. Therefore 
Audulomi’s view is correct, being supported by 
.the Sruti texts. 


Tof)ii 14: hi Unit. Ij.o.l. mcditatieeness in 
enjoined besides scholarship and the 
childlike state . 


r: wn wist:, ft«n- 

|| Vvs || 


Injunction of another auxiliary (to 
Knowledge) as an alternative for one who 
possesses it (i.e. Knowledge) a third on? 

fir^ll^fas in the ease of injunctions and the like. 

47. (The meditative state is) the in- 
junction of another auxiliary (to Knowl- 
edge), which is a third one (besides the two 
expressly enjoined), as an alternative 
(where the knowledge of diversity is per- 
sistent) for one who possesses Knowledge ; 
as in the case of injunctions and the like. 

“Therefoic a knower of Brahman, having* done 
with scholarship should remain like a child (free 
from anger, passions, etc.); and after having 
finished with this stale and with learning he be- 
comes meditative (Muni)” (Brill. 3. 5. 1). The 
question is whether the meditative state is enjoin- 
ed or not. The opponent holds that it is not 
• enjoined, as there is no word indicating an 
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injunction. The text merely says that he becomes 
.a Muni or meditative, whereas with respect to 
scholarship and the state of a child free from all 
passions, it expressly enjoins, 'one should remain’ 
.etc. Moreover, scholarship refers to Knowledge 
and therefore includes Munihood which also more 
or less refers to Knowledge. Therefore there is 
no newness with respect to Munihood in the text, 
it being* included in scholarship already, and not 
being an Apurva it has no injunctive value. 

This Sutra refutes this view and says that 
Munihood or meditativeness is enjoined in the 
itext as a third requisite besides scholarship and 
the state of a child. For Munihood is not merely 
Knowledge but meditativeness, continuous devo- 
tion to Knowledge and as such it is different 
from scholarship. Hence, not having been 
referred to before, it is a new thing (Apurva), 
and therefore the text has injunctive value. Such 
meditativeness had a value for a Sannyasin who 
is not yet established in the knowledge of unity, 
and persistently experiences diversity owing to 
past impressions. 

gfcjrtafyi: u vc u 

fRfWRRk On account of the householder’s life 
including all 3 verily (the chapter) ends 

with the householder. 

48. Verily, on account of the house- 
holder’s life including (duties from) all 
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(the Other stages of life), the chapter ends 
with the (enumeration of the duties ot the > 
householder. 

In the Chhandogya ( Tpanisliad we find that 
after enumerating- t lie duties of' the Brahma- 
oharin it enumerates those of the householder, 
and there it euds without any mention of 
Sannvasa. If this also is one of the Asramas, why 
is nothing said about it in that place? Tlie 
Sutra says that in order to lay stress on the house- 
holder's life, to show its importance, the Sruti 
ends there without referring to Sannvasa , and) 
not because it is not one of tlie prescribed! 
Asramas. The householder’s life is important 
because for him are prescribed, besides his own 
duties, those of other Asramas like study, control 
of the senses, etc. It includes more or less duties 
of all Asramas. 


4W-( n it 

*fto>W.Eveii as tlie state of a Muni (Sannyitsa) 
the others even on account of 

scriptural instruction. 

49. Because the scripture enjoins the 
other (stages of life, viz. Brahmacliarya and 
Vanaprastha) even as it enjoins the state of 
a Muni (Sannvasa). 

Just Us the Sruti enjoins Kannyasa and house- 
holder's life, so also it enjoins the life of a recluse 
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aiul that of a student. Hence the scriptures 
enjoin all the four Asramas or stages of life to 
be gone through, in sequence or alternatively. 
The plural number ‘others’ instead of the dual 
i>s to denote the different classes of these two 
stages of life. 

Topic T r ): Cliihll i he state means the state of 
innocence beintj free from an per, passion , etc. 

, ar^RTrl II II 

3T*nf^^ without manifesting himself on 

account of the context. 

5 Q. (The childlike state means) with 
out manifesting himself, on account of the 
context. 

In the passage of the Brihadaranyaka quoted 
in Sutra 47. the childlike state is enjoined on 
an aspirant after Knowledge. The question is 
wliat is exactly meant by this? Does it mean to 
be like a child without any idea of purity and 
impurity and doing whatever one likes, or does 
it mean to be guileless and without the sense of 
egoism as a child? The Sutra says it is the latter 
and not the former, because that is detrimental 
to Knowledge. It means one has not to manifest 
or give vent to any of the passions and has to be 
guileless and without the sense of egoism. It 
refers to the innate innocence of a child. Such 
a meaning alone is appropriate to the context,. 


b.s. — 29 
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purity and innocence being* helpful to Know- 
ledge. 

Topic Id: The time of the origination of Know- 
ledge when the Vidyd is practised. 


yf?35K Iii tliis life oven 3|5R§(T-yRw»^ if there 
is no obstruction to it (the means adopted) 
^srra.becanse it is so seen from the scriptures. 


51. (The fruition of Knowledge may 
take place) even in this life if there be no 
obstruction to it (the means adopted), 
because it is so seen from the scriptures. 

From Sutra 20 the various means to Know- 
ledge have been discussed. The question now is 
whether Knowledge resulting* from these means 
comes in t his life or in the life to come. This 
Sutra says that it may come in this life only if 
there is no obstruction to its manifestation from 
extraneous causes. For it often happens that 
when the fruition of Knowledge is about to take 
place it is retarded by the fruit of some other 
stronger work, which is also about to fructify. 
In such cases Knowledge comes in the next life. 
That is why the scriptures declare that it is 
difficult to realize the Self. “Even to hear of It is 
not available to many; many even having heard of 
It cannot comprehend* , etc. (Kath. 1. 2. 7). The 
<'<xita also says: “There he is united with the 
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intelligence acquired in Iiis former body” etc. 
(Git a G. 4 •$); “The Yogi, striving assiduously, 
purified of taint, gradually gaining* perfection 
through many births, then reaches the highest 
goal' 5 (Ibid G. 45). Moreover, that Knowledge 
sometimes fructifies in the next life is known 
from the life of Vaimuleva who possessed Know- 
ledge even while he was in the womb. This 
shows that it must have been the result of his 
post actions, for he could not have practised any 
Yulyas in the womb. Knowledge did not mani- 
fest; in liis previous life owing to obstruction, 
mid this being removed when he was in the 
womb, Knowledge fructified as a result of his 
past Sad liana. 

Topic 17: There is no difference in Liberation , 
i.e, in the cognition of Hralnnan — it is of one 
kind in all eases, 

•#. II 'AR II 

iike this *jRnw3T^PW: there is no rule with 
respect to Liberation, the fruit (of Knowledge) 

because the Hruti asserts that state (to 
be immutable). 

52. With respect to Liberation, the 
fruit (of Knowledge) there is no rule like 
this, because the Sruti asserts that state (to 
be immutable). 
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J ii the last Sutra it was seen that Knowledge 
may result in this life or the next according to the 
absence or presence of obstructions and the in- 
tensity of tlie means adopted. Similarly a doubt- 
may arise that there may be some such rule with 
respect- to Liberation also, which is the fruit of 
Knowledge. fn other words, the question is- 
whether Liberation can be delayed after Know- 
ledge, and whether there are decrees of Know- 
ledge according; to the qualifications of the as- 
pirant. This Sutra says that no such rule exists 
with respect to Liberation. Because the Sruti 
texts assert that the nature of final release is- 
uniform, without any variations of degree in it. 
The state of filial release is nothing* but Brah- 
man, “The knower of Brahman becomes 
Brahman/’ and there can be no variety in it, as 
Brahman is without qualities. Difference is 
possible only where there are qualities, as in the 
case of the Saguna Brahman, about which accord- 
ing* to difference in Vidyas there may be differ- 
ence in the cognitions. But with respect to the* 
cognition of Brahman, it can be only one and 
not many. Neither can there be any delay in 
the attainment of Liberation after Knowledge 
has dawned for knowledge of Brahman itself is 
'Liberation. 

The repetition of the clause 'Because the* 
Sruti asserts that state" is to show that 
the chapter ends here. 



CHAPTER, IV. 


Section i 


J 11 the third chapter tile means to Knowledge 
-were discussed. In this chapter the result of 
Knowledge and some other topics arc taken up 
for discussion. Ill the beginning, however, a 
special discussion connected with the means to 
Knowledge is dealt with. 

Topic / : The. meditation on the Atman enjouu'd 
by the script arcs is to be repeated till 
Knmclcd pc is attained. 

3TT#T:, II v II 

Repetition (is necessary) repeatedly 

account of instruction by the scriptures. 

1. The repetition (of hearing, reflec- 
tion, and meditation on the teaching of the 
Self is necessary), on account of the repeat- 
ed instruction by the scriptures. 

“The Self, mv dear Haitreyi, should be 
realized — should he heard of, reflected on, and 
meditated upon” (Brill. k d. 4. 5). “The intelli- 
gent aspirant after Brahman, knowing’ about this 
-alone, should attain intuitive knowledge” (Brill. 
4. 4. Cl ). The question arises whether what is 
enjoined in this is to be done once only or 
repeatedly. The opponent holds that it is to be 
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o! served once only, even as sacrifices like Prayaja 
to be performed once only to* yield the desired 
result. This Sutra refutes the view and says that 
the hearing etc. must be repeated till there is 
intuition of Brahman. Of course, if the know- 
ledge of Brahman is attained by a single act, it is 
well and good; otherwise there is the necessity of 
repetition till the Knowledge dawns. It is the 
repetition of these acts that finally leads to intui- 
tion. The ease of the Pravaja is not to the point. 
I or there the result is Adrishta, which yields fruit 
at some particular future time. Here the result 
Is directly perceived, and so, if the result is not 
then*, the process must l)e repeated till the result 
is seen. Moreover, scriptural texts like the first 
one cited above give repeated instruction, thereby 
signifying the repetition of the means. Again 
‘meditation' and ‘reflection' imply a repetition of 
the mental act, for when we say, ‘lie meditates on 
if, we imply the continuity of the act of remem- 
brance of the object. Similarly with respect to 
‘reflection'. It follows, therefore, that there must 
be repetition of the instruction. This holds good 
even in those cases where the texts do not give 
instruction repeatedly, as for example, in the 
second text cited above. 

fosfTO II R II 

account of the indicatory mark ^ and. 

2. And on account of the indicatory 
mark. 
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“Reflect upon the rays, and you will have 
many sons” (Chh. 1. 5. 2). This text prescribes 
repeated meditation by asking to meditate on the 
Udgitlia as the rays instead of as the sun. And 
what holds good in this case is equally applicable 
to other meditations also. And it is not true that 
repetition is not necessary. If it were so, the 
Sruti would not have taught the truth of the stafce- 
ment ‘That thou art* repeatedly. There may be 
people who are so advanced, and so little attached 
to the world of sense objects, that in their case a 
single hearing of the statement may result in 
Knowledge. But generally such advanced souls 
are very rare. Ordinary people, who are deeply 
rooted in the idea of the body and the senses, do 
not realize the truth by a single enunciation of it. 
This wrong notion of theirs goes only through 
repeated practice of the truth, and it is only then 
that Knowledge dawns. So repetition has the 
effect of removing this wrong notion gradually, 
till even the last trace of it is removed. When 
the body consciousness is completely removed, the 
Self manifests Itself in all purity. 

Topic 2: In the meditations on the Supreme 
Droh man the meditator is to comprehend 
It ns identical with himself. 

r ^ n \ \\ 

As the self g but acknowledge 

teach ^ also. 
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3. But (the Sruti texts) acknowledge 
(Brahman) as the self (of the meditator) 
and also teach others (to realize It as 
such) . 

The question whether Brahman is to be com- 
prehended by the individual soul as identical with 
it or separate from it, is taken up for discussion. 
The opponent, holds that Brahman is to be com- 
prehended as different from the individual soul on 
account of their essential difference. For one is 
subject to misery, while the other is not. This 
Sutra refutes the view and holds that Brahman is 
to bo comprehended as identical with one's self; 
for in reality the two are identical, tile experience 
of misery etc. by the individual soul — in other 
words, the diva hood — being due to the limiting 
adjunct, the internal organ. (Vide 2. d. 2d ante.) 
For instance, tin* Jabalas acknowledge it. “I 
am indeed Thou, t) Lord, and Thou art indeed 
myself/’ Other scriptural texts also say the 
same thing: “1 am Brahman’' (Brill. 1. 4. 10); 

“This self is the Brahman’' (Ala. 2). These texts 
are to be taken in their primary, and not 
secondary sense, as in, “'File mind is Bralnnan” 
((dill. d. IS. .1), where the text presents the mind 
as a symbol for contemplation. 

Hence we have to meditate on Bralnnan as 
being t lie self. 
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Topic J : Where $1/1/1 boh of Brahmati (ire used 
for emit cm pi of ioq , the meditator is not to 
comprehend them as identical irith him. 

* H f| W. II « II 

H Not H?ft% in the symbol ff is not because ?f: lie. 
4. (The meditator is) not (to see the 
self) in the symbol, because he is not (that). 

“The mind is Brahman” (Chh. 8. 18. 1). In 
such meditations, whore the mind is taken as a 
symbol of Brahman, is the meditator to identify 
himself with the mind, as in the ease of the medi- 
tation “1 am Brahman” ? The opponent holds 
that he should, for the mind is a product of 
Brahman according to Vedanta, and as -such it is 
one with It. So is the individual soul, the medi- 
tator, one with Brahman. Hence it follows that 
the meditator also is one with the mind, and 
therefore he should see his self in the mind in this 
meditation also. This Sutra refutes it. In the 
first place, if the symbol, mind, is cognized as 
identical with Brahman, then it ceases to be a 
symbol, even as when we realize an ornament as 
gold, we forget its individual character of being 
an ornament. Again, if the meditator is con- 
scious of his identity with Brahman, then he 
ceases to be the individual soul, the meditator. 
The act of meditation can take place only where 
these distinctions exist, and unity has not been 
realized ; and where there is knowledge of 
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diversity, the meditator is quite distinct from the 
symbol. As such he is not to see his self in the 
symbol. 

Topic 4: In meditations on symbols the latter 
are to be viewed as Brahman and not in 
the reverse way. 

siSRrfg:, H S II 

Viewing as Brahman on account 

of the elevation. 

5. (The symbol is) to be viewed ns 
Brahman (and not in the reverse way), on 
account of the elevation (of the symbol 
thereby) . 

in meditations on symbols as in, “The mind 
is Brahman”, “The sun is Bralunan” the question 
is whether the symbol is to be regarded as 
Bra liman, or Brahman as the symbol. The Sutra 
says that the symbols, the mind and the sun, are 
to be regarded as Brahman and not vice versa . 
Because i( is only by looking upon an inferior 
thing as a superior thing that we can progress, 
and not in the reverse way. Inasmuch as our aim 
is to get rid of the idea of differentiation and see 
Brahman in everything, we have to meditate upon 
these symbols as That. 
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Topic 5: In meditations on the members of 
sacrificial acts the idea of the divinity is to 
be sn per imposed on the members 
and, not rice versa. 

a"rm*: II 5 II 

The ideas of the sun etc. ^ and 
3?^ ia a subordinate member (of sacrificial acts) 
OTTrl : because of consistency. 

6. And the ideas of the sun etc. (are* 
to be superimposed) on the subordinate- 
members (of sacrificial acts), because (in 
that way alone would the statement of the* 
scriptures) be consistent. 

“One ought to meditate upon that which 
shines yonder as the Udgitha” (Chh. 1. 3. 1) 

“One ought to meditate upon the Samuil as five- 
fold” etc. (Chh. 2. 2. 1). Ln meditations con- 
nected with sacrificial acts as given in the texts 
quoted, how is the meditation to be observed? For 
example, in the first cited text, is the sun to be 
viewed as the Cdgitlia, or the Cdgitha as the sun? 
Between the Udgitlm and the sun there is nothing 
to show which is superior, as in the previous* 
Sutra, where Brahman being pre-eminent, the 
symbol was viewed as Brahman. This Sutra says 
that the members of sacrificial acts,, as here the 
Udgitha, are to be viewed as the sun and so on. 
Because by so doing the fruit of the sacrificial act 
is enhanced, as fjie scriptures say. If *ve view tile 
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I'dgitha as the sun, it, undergoes a certain cere- 
jnonial purification and thereby contributes to the 
Apurva, the invisible fruit of the whole sacrifice. 
But by the reverse way, the Sun being viewed as the 
I'dgithn. the purification of the sun by this medi- 
tation will not contribute to the Apurva, inasmuch 
as tile Min is not a member of the sacrificial act. 
So if the statement of the scriptures that the 
meditations enhanee the lesult of the sacrifice, is 
lo come true, tin* members of the sacrificial acts 
.are lo be viewed as the sun etc. 

Jojtic (i : One is to nunhlafe sitfintj. 

arrata:, u n 

Sitting because of the possibility. 

7. (One has to practise Upasaim) 
sitting, because (in that way alone) it is 
possible. 

As rpasanfi or contem])lat ion is a mental 
affair, the ])osture of the body is immaterial — says 
the opponent. This Sutra says that one has to 
meditate sitting, for it is not possible to meditate 
while standing or lying down. Jn Ipasana one 
lias to concentrate one’s mind on a single object, 
and this is impossible if one is standing or lying. 

WRTO II £ II 

vl 9HT3LOn account of meditation (implying that) 
and. a 
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8. And on account of meditation 
(implying that). 

The word ‘TJpasamV also means exactly what 
meditation means,, ri:. concentrating on a single 
object, with fixed look, and without any movement 
of the limbs. This is possible only in a sitting* 
posture. 

apKEsf || H II 

Immobility ^ and 31WT referring to. 

9. And referring to (its) immobility 
(the scriptures attribute meditativeness to 
the earth). 

“The earth meditates as it were” — in such 
statements meditativeness is ascribed to the 
earth on account of its immobility or steadiness. 
So we learn that steadiness is a concern it t an ce of 
meditation, and that is possible only while sitting* 
and not while standing* or walking*. 

wfcr sr ii ii 

The Smriti texts say ^ also. 

10. The Smriti texts also say (the 
same thing). 

“Having* made a firm seat for one’s self on a 
pure spot” etc. (Gita (>. 11) — in this text the* 
sitting posture is prescribed for meditation. 



4<J4 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [4.1.12 

Topic 7 : With respect to meditation < there is 
vo restriction of place . 

^rfir^rpT n ?? n 

Wherever concentration of mind 

there for want of any specification. 

] 1 . Wherever concentration of mind 
(is attained), there (it is to be practised), 
there being no specification (as to place). 

The object of meditation is 1 o attain concen- 
tration, and so any place is j>*ood if concentration 
is attained in that place. That is why the scrip- 
tures say, “Select any place suitable and con- 
venient”; “Where the mind is buoyant there 
oik* should concentrate”, and so on. But places 
that, are clean, free from pebbles, fire, sand, and 
so on, arc desirable, as such places are helpful to 
meditation. But all the same there are no fixed 
rules as to place. 

Topic S : Meditations n**c to he observed till death . 

3TT , ?T^Tfa ft. II V< II 

3?f Siprnm/fill (loath cf5T then even because 
T'ER. is seen (from the scriptures). 

12. Till death (meditations have to 
be observed), because (their observance) even 
at that moment is seen (from the scriptures). 

In the first topic of this section it was said 
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that meditations on Braliman are to be repeated 
till Knowledge dawns. The question is now taken 
up about other meditations which are practised 
for attaining certain results. The opponent holds 
that such meditations can be stopped after a 
certain time; they would still yield results, like 
sacrifices performed only once. This Sutra says 
that they are to be continued till death, for the 
Sruti and Smriti say so. “With whatever thought 
he passes away from this world” (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 
3. 1). “Remembering whatever form of being he 
leaves this body” etc. (Gita 8. (>). Such a thought 
at the time of death as fixes the course of life 
hereafter cannot be had at that moment without 
lifelong practice. Hence meditations must be 
practised till death. 


1 Topic f) : Knowledge of Brahman frees one from 
the efforts of all past and future evil deed's. 





|| n II 




When that is realized of 

the subsequent and previous sins 3P8 non- 
clinging and destruction because it is 

declared (by the scriptures). 


13. When that (Brahman) is realized 
(there result) the non-clinging and 
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destruction of the subsequent and previous 
sins respectively, because it is (so) declared 
(by the scriptures). 

The state of Jivanmukti is described here. 
The opponent holds that Liberation is attained, in 
spile of Knowledge, only after one has experi- 
enced the results of one’s sins committed before 
illumination. For the Smritis say, ‘‘Karma is not 
destroyed before* it has given its results.*’ Tlie 
law of Karma is inexorable. This Sutra says that 
wlitm a person attains Knowledge, all bis past sins 
an' destroyed and future sins do not cling to him. 
For by realizing Bra liman he experiences that be 
never was, nor is, nor will be an agent, and such a; 
person cannot be affected bv the result of sms. 
The scriptures also declare that. “Just as rollon 
growing on reeds is burnt when thrown into fire, 
even so are burnt the sins of one who knowing this 
offers Agnihotra” (Chh. 5. 24. 8); “The fetters of 
the heart are broken, all doubts are solved, and 
all works are destroyed when He who is high and 
low is seen” (Mu. 2. 2. 8); “As water does not wet 
file lotus leaf, even so no sins cling to him who* 
knows it” ((Jih. 4. 14. 8). What the Smritis say 
about the inexorability of tlie law of Karma is 
true only of ordinary people, and does not hold 
good in the ease of the knowers of Brahman. And 
in this way alone can Liberation result — by snai>- 
ping the chain of work. Otherwise Liberation 
can never take place. 
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Topic 10: Good deeds likewise cease to affect 
the knower of Brahman . 


qT?* g n 'i'i li 


Of the other also Trsp^thus 
clinging ^ at death 3 but. 


non- 


14. Thus there is 11011 -elinging of the 
other (i.e. virtue) also; but at death (Libera- 
tion i.e. Videhamukti is certain). 


As a knower of Brahman has no idea of 
agency he is not affected by good deeds also. He 
goes beyoned vice and virtue. “He overcomes 
both” tBrih. 4. 4. 22). And as he is not touched 
by vice or virtue after illumination, and as his 
past sins are destroyed by Knowledge, his Libera- 
tion at death is certain. 


Topic 11: Works which hare not begun to yield 
results are alone destroyed, by Knowledge andr not 
those which have already begun to yield results. 

srcrcssnBTO m 3 ■$, n n 

Works which have not begun to yield 
results tfT only 3 but former works that 

(death) being the limit. 

15. But (of his) former works only 
those which have not begun to yield results 
(are destroyed by Knowledge) ; (for) death 


b.s. — 30 
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is the limit (set by the scriptures’ for Libera- 
tion to take place). 

In the last two topics it lias been said that all 
tlie past works of a knower of Brahman are des- 
troyed. Now past works are of two kinds: San- 
cliita (accumulated) i.e. those which have not yet 
begun to bear fruit, and Prarabdlia (commenced) 
/.e. tlios(‘ which have begun to yield results, and 
have produced the body through which a person 
lias attained Knowledge. The opponent holds that 
both these are destroyed, because the Mundaka 
text cited says that all his works are destroyed. 
Moreover, the idea oi non-agency of the 
knower is the same with respect to Sanchita or 
Prarabdha work; therefore it is reasonable that 
both are destroyed when Knowledge dawns. 

The Sutra refutes this view and says that 
only the Sanchita works arc destroyed by Know- 
ledge, but not the Prarabdha, which are destroyed 
only by being worked out. So long* as the momen- 
tum of these works lasts, the knower of Brahman 
lias to be in the body. When they are exhausted, 
the body falls off, and lie attains perfection. II is 
Knowledge cannot check these works, even as an 
archer has no control over the arrows’ already dis- 
charged, which come to rest only when their 
momentum is exhausted. The Sruti declares 
this in texts like, “And for him the delay is only 
so long* as he is not liberated (from this body) ; 
and then he is one (with Brahman)’ , (Chli. 
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<>. 14. 2). It it were not so, then there' would 
be no teachers of Knowledge. Therefore the 
Prarabdha works are not destroyed by Knowledge. 

Topic Id : Oblit/alory work# ore bower er e.reepted 
from the rule mentioned m iopie KK 

arfattarf? § ?ra»raf3«r, snp&nq. ii ir] 

(Daily) Agniliotra etc. § but 
contribute to the same result as that (Knowledge) 
only cKfcHWini. that being seen (from the scrip* 
tu res). 

10. But (the results of daily) Agni- 
liotra etc. (are not destroyed by Knowledge; 
these) contribute to the very same result as 
Knowledge (i.e. Liberation), because that 
is seen from the scriptures. 

Among* works some are enjoined for attain- 
ing certain results sueli as heaven, and there are 
others like the daily Agnihotra which yield no 
such results and yet are enjoined as a sort of 
discipline. The opponent holds that even these 
(regular works (Nitya Karma) performed before 
the dawning of Knowledge are destroyed,, even as 
works done with desires (Kamya Karma), for 
from the standpoint of the knower of Brahman 
his non-ageuey with respect to both is the same. 
This ftuti;a refutes that view and says that the 
regular works performed in the past are not 
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destroyed. Works are of two kinds: those which 
yield specific results, and those which help to 
produce Knowledge. Obligatory regular works 
performed before Knowledge are of this latter 
kind. And since Knowledge leads to Liberation, 
the regular works also may be said to contribute 
indirectly to that. Hence their results persist till 
death. 


3 T#rs^nfq- ?i%*ng*PTT: n 11 

3RT: From this 35 different 3ffa also % indeed 
1 '.■ti't (H. of some (S&khAs) 3 V 5 ?ff: of both. 

17. (There are) indeed (good works) 
also different from this (daily Agnihotra 
and the like), (with reference to which is 
the statement) of some (Sakhas); (this is 
the view) of both (Jaimini and Badara 
yana). 

Hesides the Nitya Karina or regular works- 
like the daily Agnihotra and the like there art* 
olher good works which are performed with a 
view to certain results. It is with reference to 
these that the following statement of some 
Sakhas is made : “flis sous get his inheritance — 
friends his good works and enemies his evil 
actions/’ Loth Jaimini and lladarayana are of 
opinion that works done with a desire do not help 
the origination of Knowledge. 



4.i. iy ] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


471 


Topic L'j : Sacrificial icorks not combined with 
knowledge or meditations also help in the 
origination of Know led ye. 

ff n \c it 

tp Whatever with knowledge thus f? 
because. 

18 . Because (the statement), <k , What- 
ever (he does) with knowledge/’ indicates 
this. 

Regular works (Mitya Kurimi) which help 
the origination of Knowledge are of two kinds, 
those* combined with meditations, those unaccom- 
panied by them. Since work combined with me- 
ditations is superior to work done without medi- 
tations, the opponent holds that the former alone 
helps the origination of Knowledge. This Sutra 
refutes it and says that in t lie statement, “That 
alone which is perfumed witJi knowledge... 
becomes more powerful” (Ohh. 1. 1. 10), the com- 
parative degree shows l hat works done without 
knowledge, that is, not combined with medita- 
tions, are not altogether useless, though the other 
class is more powerful. 

Topic 14: On the c.ehaust ion of Prdrabdha work 
through enjoyment the /mower of Brahman 
attains oneness ivith It. 

ferat 8T<rfw n u 

By enjoyment g but of the other two 
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works having exhausted becomes one, 

(with Brahman). 

19. Hut having exhausted by enjoy- 
ment the other two works (viz. good and! 
evil works that have begun to bear fruit), 
(he) becomes one (with Brahman). 

The opponent argues that even as a knower 
of Brahman sees diversity while living, so also 
even after death lie will eontinne to see diversity;* 
in other words. In* denies that the knower of 
Brahman attains oneness with Brahman at death. 
This Sutra refutes it and says that the Brarabdlm 
works are destroyed through fruition, and though 
till then the knower of Brahman lias to be in the* 
relative world as a Jivnmnukta, vet when these 
are exhausted by being worked out, lie attains 
oneness with Brahman at death. He no longer 
sees any diversity, owing* to the absence of any 
(‘a use like the Prarabdha, and since all works 
including the Brarabdha are destroyed at death:, 
lie attains oneness with Brahman. 



CHAPTER IV 


Section ii 

In the previous section it was shown that by 
the destruction of actions which have not as yet 
begun to yield results a knower of Brahman attains 
Jivanmukti, and that on the exhaustion of the 
Prarabdha work he attains Videhamukti at death 
and becomes one with Brahman. Thus in a 
general way the result of Knowledge has been set 
forth. The remaining* three sections deal at 
length with the nature of Liberation,* which is 
attained on the exhaustion of the Prarabdha 
Karma. In this particular section the jiatli of 
the gods, by which the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman travels after death, is described. With 
this end in view it begins with the exposition of 
the successive steps by which the soul passes out 
of the body at death. 

Topic 1: At the time of death the functions of 
the organs are merged in mind. 

a r resRfe , n ? n 

^I^Speech in mind because it is so 

seen SRW^from scriptural statements ^ and. 

1. Speech (is merged) in mind. 
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because it is so seen, and there are 
scriptural statements (to that effect). 

“AVhen, my dear, the man departs from 
hero, his speech merges in mind, mind in Prana, 
Prana in Pile, and Pile in the Highest v Deity' ' 
((’hh. (>. (S. b). This text describes what happens 
at the time of death. It says that speech gets 
merged in mind, mind in Prana, and so on. Now 
Ihe question is whether the organ of speech as 
such gets merged in mind, or only its function. 
The opponent holds that as there is no mention 
in the texi about the function of speech getting 
merged, we have to understand that the organ 
itseif gets merged in mind. 

The Slitra refutes this view and says that 
only the function of the organ of speech gets 
merged in mind. Mind is not the material cause 
of the organs, and as such they cannot get merged 
in it. It is only in the material cause that the 
effects get merged, and as mind is not the 
material cause of the organs, we have to under- 
stand here by speech not the organs, but its 
function. A function of the organ, unlike the 
organ itself, can get merged in mind, even 
though it is not the cause of that function, just as 
the burning property of fire, which has its start 
in wood, becomes extinct in water. The scrip- 
tural statement therefore refers to the function of 
speech, the function and the tiling to which it be- 
longs being viewed as one. We also notice that a 
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♦dying* man first loses his function of speech, 
.though his mind is stiJl functioning. So we 
have to understand from experience also that the 
function of speech, and not the organ itself, is 
anerged in mind. 

aw ^ n » n 

T 33 For the same reason ^ and all 

(organs) after. 

2. And for the same reason all (or-, 
gans) follow (mind, i.c. get their functions 
merged in it). 

For the saiAe reasons as stated in Sutra 1 the 
functions of the remaining organs follow, i.c . 
get merged in mind. “The fire is verily the 
r dan a, for they in whom the fire has been extin- 
guished, go for rebirth with their organs absorbed 
in mind’’ tPr. 3. !)). This text shows that the 
functions of all the organs get merged in mind. 

Topic 2: The f miction, of mind yets /merged 
in Prana. 

3F*R: 5JFT, II \ || 

cTrl/That mind Sptf in Pr&na from the 

subsequent clause (of the Sruti). 

3. That mind (is merged) in Prana, 
fas is seen) from the subsequent clause (of 
the Sruti cited). 
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That mind, in which the functions of the 
different organs get merged, in its turn gets 
merged in Prana, for the Sruti cited in Sutra 
1 says, “Mind in Prana.” The opponent holds 
t lint here, unlike the case of the organs, it is mind 
itself, and not its function, that gets merged 
in Prana, inasmuch as Prana can be said to be 
the material cause of mind. In support of liis 
contention he cites the following texts: “Mind 
consists of food, Prana of water” (Clili. (i. 6. 5) 
and “Water sent forth earth” (Clili. (>. 2. 4). 
When mind is merged in Prana, it is the same 
tiling as earth being merged in water, for mind 
is food or earth, and Prana is water. Hence the 
Sruti here speaks not of the function of mind, 
but of mind itself getting merged in Prana. The 
Sutra refutes this view and says that this relation 
of causality by an indirect process does not justify 
our understanding that mind itself is merged in 
Prana. So here also it is t lie function alone that 
gets merged, and this is justified on the same 
grounds as given in Sutra 1, viz. scriptural state- 
ment and experience. We find that mind ceases 
to function in a dying man, even while his vital 
force is functioning. 

Topic •> : The junction of the vital force 
pets mert/ej in the individual soul. 

fT^qinTTfirwr: n v n 

W- That, (Prana) W in the ruler (Jiva) 
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on account of (statements expressing) 
approach to that etc. 

4. That (Prana) is merged in the* 
ruler (Jiva) on account of (statements ex- 
pressing) approach to that etc. 

In the text cited in Sutra 1 we have, “Prana, 
(is merged) in tire." How then can it be said, 
that the function oi Prana is merged in the indi- 
vidual soul, asks the opponent. The Sutra justi- 
fies its view on the ground that statements about 
Pranas coining to the Jiva etc. are found in scrip- 
tural texts. “All the Pranas approach the 
departing man at the time of death “ (Prill. 4. P. 
MS). Also, “When it departs, the vital force* 
follows" (Prih. 4. 4. 2 ). The text cited in Sutrai 
1 does not, however, contradict this view, as the 
following Sutra shows. 

II Ml 

^5 In the elements from the Sr lit i texts 

to that effect. 

5, In the elements (is merged) (the* 
diva with the Pranas), as it is seen from the* 
Sruti. 

If we understand, “Prana (is merged) in 
fire” as meaning that the Jiva with Prana is 
merged in fire, there is no contradiction between 
this Sruti text. and what is said in the last Sutra. 
So Prana is first merged in the individual sou! 
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;i ikI then the soul Avitli Prana takes its abode in 
the fine essence of the gross elements, fire etc., 
the seed of the fut uie body. 

f| n 5 ii 

Xot in one (both) declare so % 

for. 

(y. (Tlie soul with Prana is merged) 
not in one (element only), 1‘or both (the 
Sruti and Smriti) declare so. 

At the time of death, when the soul leaves 
one body and goes in for another, it together with 
tlie subtle body, abides in the fine essence of all 
the gross elements and not in fire only, for all the 
elements are required tor a future body. 
Vide 1. 2. 

Topic 4: The mode of deport itre from the body 
up to ihe o'oy is common to both ■ o knower of 
the Sofjuno /troll mu n ond an ordinary man . 

^T^q^Tri , n « n 

Common q and 3ff up to the 

beginning of their ways immortality ^ and 

not having burnt (ignorance). 

7. And common (is the mode of de- 
parture at the time of death for both the 
1<no\ver of the Saguna Brahman and the 
ignorant) up to the beginning of their ways; 
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and the immortality (of the knower of the 
Saguna Brahman is only relative), not 
having burnt (ignorance). 

For the knower of the Nirguna Bralima \v 
there is no departure at all. Leaving his case, 
the opponent says that the mode of departure 
from the body for the knower of the Sagumv 
Brahman and the ignorant ought to be different, 
as they attain different abodes after death, the 
former reaching Brahmaloka and the latter being 
reborn in this world. r rhis Sutra says that the 
knower of the Saguna Brahman enters at death 
the nerve Sushumna, and then goes out of the* 
body, and takes to the path, of the gods, while the 
ignorant enter some other nerve and go by 
another way to have rebirth. But till they enter 
on their respective ways, the method of departure 
at death is common to both, for it is something 
pertaining to this life, and like happiness and' 
misery it is the same for both. 


Topic d: The merging of fire etc. tit death in fhc 
Supreme Deity is not absolute merging. 


|| £ || 

?RI.That up to the attainment of Brah- 
man (through Knowledge) because 

(scriptures) declare the state of relative existence. 


8. That (fine body lasts) up to the attain- 
ment of Brahman (through Knowledge),. 
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because (the scriptures) declare the state of 
.relative existence (till then). 

J ii Hie text cited in Sutra 1 we have, “And 
fire (is merged) in the Supreme Deity' \ The 
opponent argues that as fire and the other ele- 
ments are merged in the Supreme Deity, which is 
the cause of these elements, this is only the final 
d issolut ion , and so everyone at death attains 
Liberation. This Sutra says that this merging* is 
not absolute merging*, but the one we experience 
in deep sleep. Only the 1 unctions of these ele- 
ments are merged, and not the elements them- 
selves. The final dissolution tines not lake place 
till Knowledge is attained; for the scriptures 
■declare that till then tin* individual soul is sub- 
ject to relative existence: “Some souls enter the 
womb to have a body’’ etc. (Kath. 2. •). 7). If 
tin* merging at deatli were absolute, tin’ll there 
could be no rebirth. 

WORTST, || ^ || 

Subtle JWPIcf! as regards size ^ and so 
because it is experienced. 

9. (This fine body) is subtle (by 
nature) and size, because it is so experi- 
enced . 

The body formed from the essence of the 
gross elements in which the soul abides at the 
dime of death is subtle by nature and >ize. This 
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is understood from scriptural statements which 
declare that it goes out along 1he\Nadis (nerves). 
So it is necessarily subtle or small in size. Its 
transparency explains why it is not obstructed by 
gross bodies, or is not seen when it passes out at 
deaih. 

n ?o n 

*1 Not by tho destruction 3RT: therefore. 

10. Therefore (this subtle body is) not 
(destroyed) by the destruction (of the gross 
body). 

=q-wrrf 3WTT II ?? II 

3TOM^Tothis (fine body) alono =3 and OTTO: 
because of possibility TTq: this 3WT (bodily) heat. 

11. And to this (fine body) alone does 
this (bodily) heat belong, because this (only) 
is possible. 

The bodily heat observed in living animals 
belongs to this subtle body and not to the gross 
body, for the heat is felt so long as there is life 
and not after that. 

Topic 6: The Pranas of a. knower of the Niryuva 
Brahman do not dcpai t from the body at death . 

sirckn* n ^ n 

xld^id^On account of denial ^^if it be said 
•sf not so from the individual soul. 
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12. If it be said (that the Pranas of a 
knower of Brahman do not depart), on 
account of the Sruti denying it; (we say) 
not so, (because the scripture denies the 
departure of the Pranas) from the indivi- 
dual soul (and not from the body). 

This Sutra gives the view of the opponent. 

“His Pranas do not depart” (Brill. 4. 4. (V). 
This text refers to a knower of the Nirguna 
Brahman. It says that his Pranas do not depart 
at death. The opponent holds that the denial of 
the departure of the Pranas is from the soul and 
not from the body. It says that the Pranas do 
not depart from the soul — not that they do not 
depart from the body, for in the latter case there 
will be no death at all. This is made all the 
more clear from the Madliyandina recension, 
which sayvS, “From him” etc. Therefore the soul 
of one who knows Brahman passes out of the body 
with the Pranas. 

*tst ii y* ii 

Clear ff for TT%^yj^of some (schools). 

13. For (the denial of the departure) 
is clear (in the texts) of some (schools). 

This Sutra refutes the view of the previous 
one by connecting- the denial to the body and not 
to the soul. 

That the Pranas do not depart from the body 
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is made clear from Sruti texts like, “ ‘Yajnaval- 
kya’, said he, ‘When this (liberated) man dies, do 
liis Pranas go up from him, or do they not?’ ‘IN o' 
replied Yajnavalkya, ‘they merge in him only’ 
etc. (Brih. 3. 2. 11). Therefore we have to 
take even the Madhyandina reading ‘from him' 
to refer to the body. It is not true that if the 
Pranas do not depart there will be no death, for 
they do not remain in the body, but get merged, 
which makes life impossible, and we say in com- 
mon parlance that the person is dead. Moreover, 
if the Pranas did depart with the soul from the 
body, then a rebirth of such a soul would be in- 
evitable, and consequently there would be no 
Liberation. So the Pranas do not depart from 
the body in the case of the knower of Brahman. 

*r 11 11 

The Sinriti says (so) ^ and. 

14. And the Smriti (also) says (so). 

“The gods themselves are perplexed, looking- 
for the path of him who has no path” (Mbh. 
12. 270. 22) which thus denies departure for the 
knower of Brahman. 

Topic 7 : The organs of the knower of the 
Nirguna Brahman pet merged in It at death . 

11 r <\ 11 

<TlfiT Those in the Supreme Brahman so fij 
for (the scripture) says. 


B.S. 31 
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15. Those (Pranas) (are merged) in 
the Supreme Brahman, for so (the scripture) 
says. 

This Sutra describes what happens to the 
Pranas (organs) ami the tine essence of the gross 
elements in which they abide, in the case of a 
knower of Brahman who dies. These organs and 
*lhe elements get merged in the Supreme Brah- 
man. ‘‘The sixteen digits of this witness, the 
Purusha, having their goal in Him are dissolved 
on reaching Him” (Pr. G. 5). The text, “All the 
fifteen parts of their body enter into their causes” 
etc. (Mu. 3. 2. 7) gives the end from a relative 
standpoint, according to which the body disinte- 
grates and goes back to its cause, the elements. 
The former text speaks from a transcendental 
standpoint, according to which the whole aggre- 
gate is merged in Brahman, even as the illusory 
snake is merged in the rope when knowledge 
dawns. 

Topic 8: The digits (Kolas) of the knower of the 

Nirguna Brahman attain absolute non- 
distinction with Brahman at death . 

arfawi:, ii li 

Non-distinction <H*fltJ,on account of the 
statement (of the scriptures). 

16. (Absolute) non-distinction (with 
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Brahman of the parts merged t^kes place) 
according to the statement (of . the scrip- 
tures). 

“Their names and forms are destroyed, and 
people speak of the Punish a oniy. Then he be- 
comes devoid of digits and immortal” (Pr. 6. 5). 
The digits get absolutely merged in the Supreme 
Brahman. The merging in the case, of the 
knower of Brahman is absolute, whereas in the 
-case of an ordinary person it is not so; they exist 
in a fine potential state, the cause of future re- 
birth. But in the case of the knower of Brahman, 
Knowledge having destroyed ignorance, all these 
digits which are but its effects, get merged abso- 
lutely, without any chance of cropping up again. 

Topic U : The soul of the knower of the Sag a na 

Brahman comes to the heart at the time of 
death and thence goes out through 
the S u.s hit tnnd . 


SRTTfa- 

II || 


The illumining of the top of its 
(souFs) abode (the heart) with the 

passage illumined by this light falKiWityfn, owing to 
the efficacy of knowledge 
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because of th<} appropriateness of constant medita- 
tion of the way which is a paft of that knowledge % 
and being favoured by Him who resides 

in the heart by the one that is beyond the 

hundred. 

17. (When the soul of a knower of the* 
Saguna Brahman is about to depart from 
the body, there is) the illumining of the top 
of its alxde (the heart); with the passage* 
(for the exit of the soul) illumined by this 
light (the soul departs), being favoured by 
Him who resides in the heart, along that 
nerve which is beyond the hundred (i.e. the* 
hundred and first nerve or the Sushumna) 
owing to the efficacy of the knowledge and] 
the appropriateness of his constant medita- 
tion on the way which is a part of that 
knowledge. 

This Sutra describes the exit from the body 
of a knower of the Saguna Brahman. It has al- 
ready been stated in Sutra 7 that till the soul's* 
entering on the path, the mode of departure of m 
knower of the Saguna Brahman and an ignorant 
man is I he same. The Brihaduranyaka text des~ 
eribing the death of a person says, “When this 
self heroines weak and senseless, as it wore, ’ the* 
organs come to it... it etnhes to the heart” (Brill! ^ 
4. 4. 1) ; again, “The toj> of the heart brighten^. 
Through that brightened top the self depart^ 
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either through ihe eye, or tl) rough the head, or 
through any other part of the body” (Brih. 
4. 4. 2 ). These texts show that at the time of 
♦death the soul together with the organs comes to 
the heart. At that moment the departing soul, 
on account of its past works, has a peculiar con- 
sciousness picturing* to it its next life, and goes to 
the body which is revealed by that consciousness. 
This is wind is referred to as the illumining of 
the top of the heart. With this particular con- 
sciousness the soul goes out, along one of the 
nerves that issue from the heart, to the eyes, or 
ears, or the skull, or other parts of the body, 
which it finally leaves through that particular 
•exit. 'Fhe question now is whether this departure 
is the same for a knower of the Saguna Brahman 
and an ordinary man. This Sutra says that 
though the illumining of the top of the heart is 
-common to both, yet the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman, through the grace of the Lord who 
abides in the heart, departs through the skull 
(only, while others depart through other parts. 
'Fliis is consistent with his knowledge and cons- 
tant meditation on the way out through the 
hundred and first nerve, the Sushumna. The 
following text elucidates it: “There are a 
hundred and one nerves of the heart; one of 
them penetrates the head ; going up along that, 
•one attains Immortality; the others serving for 
^departure in various directions” (Chli. 8. G. 6.). 
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Topic 10: The soul of a knower of the Sayunn 

If rah man f oilmen the rays of the nun after 
death and /joes to IJrahmaloka. 

tzwgmfr ii ii 

Following the rays. 

18. (The soul of a knower of the 
Saguna Brahman when he (lies) follows the 
rays (of the sun). 

Ill the Chhandogya 1 panishad we have*, “... 
so do these rays ot the sun go to both the worlds, 
this as well as the other. They proceed from tlm 
sun and enter into these nerves” (8, 6. 2); again, 
“When lie thus departs from this body, then 
along these very rays he proceeds upwards” etc. 
(S. (J. d). In these texts we learn that the soul of 
the lviiower of the Saguna Brahman, after depart- 
ing from the body along the Sushumna, follows 
the rays of the sun. A doubt arises whether the 
soul of one who passes away in the night also 
follows the rays. The Sutra says that the soul, 
whether it departs in the night or during the day* 
follows the rays. 

^ ii w ii 

Slfer In the night *T not it be said sf not 

because the connection con- 
tinues as long as the body lasts (the Sruti) 

declares ^ also. 
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19. If it be said (that the soul does) 
not (follow the rays) in the night, (we say) 
not so, because the connection (of the 
nerves and the rays) continues as long as 
the body lasts; (the Sruti) also declares 
(this). 

The text quoted in the last Sutra, Chh. 8. 6 2, 
shows that the connection between the rays and 
the nerves lasts as long as the body lasts. So it 
is immaterial whether the soul passes out 'by day 
or by night. Moreover, the sun’s rays continue 
even during the night, though we do not feel their 
presence owing to the fact that at night their 
number is limited. The Sruti also says, “Even 
by night the sun sheds his rays.” The result of 
Knowledge cannot be made to depend on the acci- 
dent of death by day or night. 

Topic 11: The soul of the Jcnower of the Saguna 
Brahman goes to Brahma! oka even if he should 
die during the southern course of the sun, 

n Ro u 

For the same reason and during the 

sun’s course ajfil even southern. 

20. And for the same reason (the soul 
follows the rays) even during the sun’s 
southern course. 

An objection is raised by the opponent that 
the soul of the knower of Brahman who passes 
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a way during tlie southern (bourse of the sun does 
not follow the rays to Brnhmaloka, as both the 
Sruti and Smriti say that only one who dies 
during the northern course of the sun goes there. 
Moreover, it is also written that Bhishma waited 
for the northern course of the sun to leave the 
body. This Sutra says that for the same reason 
as mentioned in the last Sutra, i.e. the unreason- 
ableness of making the result of knowledge 
depend on the accident of death happening at a 
particular time, the knower of the Saguna Brah- 
man goes to Brahma 1 oka even if he should die 
during the southern course of the sun. In the 
text, “Those who know thus... go to light, from 
light to day, from day to the bright half of the 
month, and from that to the six months of tin* 
northern course of the sun” (Chh. 5. 10. 1), the 
points in the northern course of the sun do not 
refer to any division of time but to deities as will 
be shown under 4. 3. 4. Bhishma’s waiting, how- 
ever, was for upholding approved custom and for 
showing that oil account of his father’s boon he 
could die at will. 

jrf?r ^ sni n ii 

4lpH2 5!fft With respect to the Yogis ^ and Wl? T 
the Smriti declares OTcT belonging to the class of 
Smritis ^ and Tpt these two. 

21. And (these times) the Smriti 

declares with respect to the Yogis; and 
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these two (Yoga and Sankhya according 
to which they practise Sadhana.) are classed 
.as Smritis (and not Srutis). 

In the Gritfl, we have passages which declare 
Unit persons who die during the day etc. do not 
return any more to this mortal world. Vide 
♦Oita 8. 23, 24. On the strength of these texts, 
the opponent says that the decision of the pre- 
vious Sutra cannot be correct. This Sutra refutes 
that objection saying that these details as to time 
mentioned in the Oita apply only to Yogis who 
practise Sadhana according to Yoga and Sankhya 
systems; and these two are Smritis, not Srutis. 
Hence the limitations as to time mentioned in 
them do not apply to those who meditate on the 
\Sagima Brahman according to the Sruti texts. 
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Section iti 

Jn the last section the departure of the soul 
of a knower of the Saguna Brahman by the path 
of the gods has been described. This section 
deals with the path itself. 

Topic 1: The path connected uvth deities berjin- 
nirtff -with that of the fame is the only path to 
Brahmaloka . 

arf^jf^TT, 5T5srfsi#: II ? II 

(On the path connected with deities) 
beginning with that of the flame cTcfcsdSlil: that being 
well known (from the Sruti). 

1. (On the path connected with 
deities) beginning with that of the flame 
(the soul of the knower of the Saguna Brah- 
man travels to Brahmaloka after death), 
that being well known (from the Sruti). 

In the last section it was stated that the 
knower of the Saguna Brahman travels by 
Devayuna or the path of the gods to Brahmaloka.. 
About this path itself different texts make 
different declarations. The Chhandogya and the 
Brihadaranyaka say that the departed soul of 
such a person reaches first the deity identified 
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with the flame. Vide Chh. 5. 10. 1 and Brih. 
6. 2. 15. The Brihadaram aka in connection witlo 
another Vidya says that it reaches the air. Vide 
Brih. 5. 10. 1. The Kaushitaki U pan i shad savs 
that it reaches the world of tire. Vide Kan. 1. 3. 
The Mundaka says that it travels by the path of 
the sun. V r ide Mu. 1. 2. 11. The question is whether 
these texts refer to different paths or are different 
descriptions of the same path, the path of the 
gods. The opponent holds that these texts refer 
to different paths to Brahmaloka. The Sutra 
refutes this view and says that all the texts refer 
to and give only different particulars of the same* 
path, the path connected with deities beginning 
with that identified with the flame. \Vliy‘? On 
account of its being well known from the Sruti 
texts that this is the path for all knowers of Brah- 
man. ‘ 'Those who know this (Panchagni VidyaV 
and those wdio in the forest meditate with faith* 
and penance, reach the deity identified witla 
flame’ ’ etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 1) shows that this path 
connected with deities beginning with that of the* 
flame belongs to all knowers of Brahman what- 
ever be the Vidya through which they have 
attained that knowledge. Moreover, the goal' 
attained, viz. Brahmaloka, being the same in all 
cases, and there being no justification for regard- 
ing the path as different on account of their being* 
treated in different chapters, since some part of 
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the path is recognized in ail texts, we have to 
conclude that all the texts refer to the same path, 
but give different particulars, which have all to 
be combined for a full description of the path. 

Topic :J : The departiny soul reaches the deity 
of the year and t/wai the deity of the air. 

arfo ^qfqft q p Hnu n < 11 

^3^ The deity of the air from the deity of 
the year on account of the absence 

and presence of specification. 

2. (The departed soul of a knower of 
the Saguna Brahman goes) from the deity 
•of the year to the deity of the air, on ac- 
count of the absence and presence of 
•specification. 

Jn the lost Sutra it was stated that the 
•different texts gi\e different particulars or stages 
of the same path. This Sutra fixes the order of 
the stages. Tin* Kaushitalvi describes the path as 
follows: “The Ipasaka, having reached the 

path of tin* gods, reaches the world of Agni (fire), 
•of Vayu (air), of Varuna, of India, of Prajapati, 
and then of Brahman' * (Kau. 1. 3). Again the 
4 < 1 hh;mdogya Upanishad describes the path as 
follows: “They reaeli the deity identified with 

the flame, from him to the deity of the day, from 
’him to the deity of the bright half of the month, 
from him to the deities identified with the six 
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months of the northern path of the sun, from 
them to the deity of the year, from him to the 
deity of the sun, from him to the deity of the 
moon, from him to the deity of lightning” 
(Chh. 5. 10. 1). 

In these two texts the first deify they reach is 
said to be the deity of the flame or fire. So the 
starting point is clearly pointed out by both, 
texts, for they say that having reached the path* 
of the gods the departed souls reach this deity. 
Combining these two texts we have to place the 
deity of air in between the deity of the year and 
the deity of the sun. Why? Because of tile 
absence and presence of specification. “When a 
man departs from this world, he reaches the 
(deity identified with) air, which makes mi open- 
ing far him... He goes upwards through that and 
reaches the {deity of the) sun ” (Brill. 5. 10. 1). 
This text fixes that air comes immediately before 
the sun because we perceive a regular order of 
succession. But as regards air coming after the 
deity of the flame there is no specification, but 
simply a statement : “He comes from the world 
of fire to that of air.“ In between these two* 
stages we have several other stages which the 
Chhandogya text mentions. Again in the text* 
“From the deities identified with the six months 
in which the sun travels northward he reaches the 
deitV identified with the world of the gods ’ ’ 
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(Brih. G. 2. lo). To keep the immediate sequence 
of the deity identified with air and that 
identified with the sun, we must understand that 
•the soul passes from the deity of the world of the 
gods to the deity of the air. Again in the texts 
of the Chhandogya and the Brihadaranyaka, the 
deity of the world of the gods is not mentioned 
in the former ami the deity of the year in the 
J sitter. Both have to be included in the full des- 
cription of the path, and since the year is connec- 
ted with the months, the deity of the year 
precedes the deity of the world of the gods. 

Tojjic •): After reach hit/ the deity identified with 
d i (jhtning the soul reaches the world, of Varuna. 

II 3 II 

dfsdlifa After the deity of lightning (comes) 
Varuna (rain-god) ^f^TR^on account of the connec- 
tion. 

3. After (reaching) the deity of light- 
ning (the soul reaches) Varuna, on account 
<of the connection (between the two). 

The Chhandogya text reads, “From the sun 
to the moon, from moon to lightning.’’ The 
Kaushitaki text reads, “From Yayu to Varuna.” 
-Combining these two texts we have to place 
Varuna after lightning, on account of the con- 
nection between the two. Varuna is the. god of 
rain, and lightning precedes rain. So after 
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lightning comes Varuna. And after Varuna come 
Indra and Prajapati, for there is no other place 
for them, and the Kaushitaki text also puis them 
there. 

So the complete enumeration of the stages of 
the path of the gods is as follows : First the 
deity of the flame or fire-, then the deity of the 
day, the deity of the bright half of the month, 
Ihe deities of the six months when the sun travels 
to the north, the deity of the year, the deity of the 
world of gods, the deity of the air, the sun, the 
moon, the deity of lightning, the world of 
Varuna, the world of Indra, the world of Praja- 
pati, and finally Bralimaloka. 

Topic 4: Flame etc. referred to in the text 
describing the path of the gods mean deities 

identified with the flame etc. y which 
conduct the soul stage after stage 
till Bralimaloka is reached , 

3UGrcT%U:, II II 

3URHlf$3>U (These are) deities conducting the soul 
account of indicatory marks of that. 

4. (These are) deities conducting the 
soul (on the path of the gods), on account 
of indicatory marks to that effect. 

In the texts cited in the previous Sutras, 
flame, bright half of the month, year, etc. are the 
deities identified with these, which receive the 
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departed soul and conduct it on its way to 
Brahmaloka. That deities are meant here, and 
not marks or places of enjoyment, is indicated 
by the text of the Chhandogya, which ends thus : 
“From the moon to the lightning. Then a being 
who is not a man leads them to Brahman” (Chh. 
4. 15. 5; 5. 10. 1). This text shows that unlike 
the previous guides who were more or less human,, 
tin's particular guide is not human in nature. 

: n Mi 

From the benumbed state of both 
that is established. 

5. (That deities are meant in those 
texts) is established, because both (i.e. the 
traveller and the path) are benumbed (i.e.. 
unconscious). 

The departed souls, because their organs ete. 
are withdrawn into the mind, are incapable ot 
guiding themselves. And. the flame etc. being 
without intelligence cannot guide the souls. 
Hence it is proved that intelligent deities identi- 
fied with the flame etc. guide the souls to Brahma- 
loka. Moreover, as the organs of the departed 
souls are withdrawn into the mind, they cannot 
enjoy, and so flame and the rest cannot be worlds, 
where they enjoy. 

<rt:, ll 5 II 

By ( tin' superhuman ) guide eomieetcd 
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with lightning alone cIcU from thence that 

being known from the Srviti. 

G. From thence (the souls are guided) 
by the very same (superhuman) person who 
comes to lightning, that being known from 
the Sruti. 

After they have reached die deity identified 
with lightning, they are leal by that very super- 
human person who takes charge of them from the 
deity of lightning to IVrahmaloka. through the 
worlds of Varuna, India, and Pra/japati. This is 
known from Ohli. 4. lo. 5, 5. 10. 1 and Brill. 

(». 2. l’>. Yanina and others do not actually 
guide the soul like the earlier guides, since the 
superhuman person guides them all through after 
lightning up to Brahma loka. They only favour 
die souls either by not obstructing or helping 
tiiem in some way. 

Therefore* it is established that by flame etc. 
deities are meant. 

Topic j: The Brahman to wluich the departed 
sniff* (jo by the path of the pods is the 
Sayuna Brahman . 

: n v» n 

3*RR-t/JThe relative (Brahman) BtUlari its 
nffHJU'+rl : on account of the possibility of being the 
goal. 


B.S.--32 
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7. The relative (Brahman) (is attain- 
ed by the soul going by the path of the 
gods), (so says) Badari, on account of the 
possibility of its being the goal (of a 
journey). 

In I ho previous Suira the way was discussed. 
Now from this Suira onwards tile discussion is 
.about the goal readied. The Olihandogyn text 
■quoted in connection with the way, says, “Then 
a be in**; who is not a man leads them to Brah- 
man” ((-hh. o. 10. It. 'The question is whether 
i Ills Brahman is the Kahuna Brahman or the 
Supreme Brahman. Badari says it is the Saguna 
Brahman, for such a journey is possible only 
will) respect to the Saguna Brahman, which is 
Unite and therefore occupies a particular place 
lo which the souls may go. But it is not possible 
will) respect to I lie Nirgunn Braliman, which is 
all-pervading. 


talftdrfl* II c II 

WlfikW(«tOn account of the qualification^ and. 

H. And on account of the qualifica- 
tion (with respect to this Brahman in 
smother text). 

“And conducts them to the worlds of 
Brahman” (Brih. 6. 2. 15). The plural number 
is not possible with respect to the Supreme 
Brahman, while it is possible in the case of the 
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Saguna Brahman, which may abide in different 
•conditions. 

sroifaimg qgqqtsr: n s ii 

flflffatfrtOn account of the nearness g but cT<t 
(its) designation as that. 

9. But on account of the nearness (of 
the Saguna Brahman to the Supreme Brah- 
man, it is) designated as that Supreme 
Brahman). 

‘But’ sets aside any doubt Hint may arise on 
account of the word ‘Brahman’ being used for 
the Saguna Bralnnau in the Ohhandogya text. 
This designation, the Sutra says, is because of 
the nearness of the Saguna Brahman to the Sup- 
rreme Brahman. 

t&ymrn , arfireRiq: n V- ll 

On the dissolution of the Bralnnaloka 
*?? along with the ruler of that world (i.r. 
Saguna Brahman) liighcr tlian that (i.e. the 

Supreme Brahman) on account of the de- 

claration of the Sruti. 

10. On the dissolution of the Brah- 
maloka (the souls attain), along with the 
ruler of that world, what is higher than 
that (i.e. the Supreme Brahman), on ac- 
count of the declaration of the Sruti. 

If the souls going by the path of the gods 
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reaeh the Saguna Brahman, then how can a state- 
men! like “They no more return to this world’ r 
(111 ih. (>. k J. Id) he made with respect to them, 
a> I here can he no permanency anywhere apart 
from the Supreme Brahman? This Sutra ex- 
plains it saying that at the dissolution of the 
Brahmaloka the souls, which by that time have- 
attained Knowledge, along with the Sagumu 

Brahman attain what is higher than the Saguna 
Brahman, /.#*. the Supreme Brahman. So the* 
Snili texts declare. 

|| v< II 

On account of the Smriti ^ ami. 

1 1 . And on account of the Smriti 

(texts supporting this view). 

it ii ii 

The Supreme (Brahman) (so says) 

daimini on account of that being the 

primary meaning (of the word ‘Brahman'). 

12. The Supreme (Brahman) (is. 

attained by the souls going by the path of 
the gods), (so says) Jaimini, on account of 
that being the primary meaning (of the 
word ‘Brahman'). 

Sutras 12-14 give a prima facie view of the 
matter. 

Jaimini thinks that the word ‘Brahman’ in 
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the ( hihundog ya text refers to the Supreme 
Brahman, us that is the primary meaning of the 
word. 

ii r* n 

^miOn account of the Sruti texts ^ and. 

13. And because the Sruti declares 

that. 

“(roing* upwards by that he reaches immor- 
tality” (Chli. tS. (j. (>; Kath. 2. (>. 1(>). This text 
says that the soul which passes out of the body by 
the ner\e Sushunma rear lies immortality, and 
this can bo attained only in the Supreme 
Bra hman. 


h ^ n '<V ii 

n Not ‘•f and in tin: Saffmia Brahman Hldllrl- 
the desire to attain Brahman. 

14. And the desire to attain Brahman 
(which an [Jpasaka has at the time of death 
•can) not (be with respect to) the Saguna 
Brahman . 

“L come to the assembly-house of PrajapatF * 
(Chli. S. 14. 1). This desire to attain ‘the house’ 
eannot be with respect to the Saguna Brahman, 
but is appropriate only with respect to the Sup- 
reme Brahman. For the text quoted says earlier, 
‘And that within which these (names and forms) 
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iitv contained is It rah man S’ where the Supreme- 
Brahman i* referred to. 

Sutras 12-14 give the opponent's view 
$)<>-«« i list whiit has been said in Sutras 7-11. The 
arguments of Sutras 12-14 are refuted thus: The- 
Brahman atlained hv those who go bv the path 
of 1 lie gods cannot be tlie Supreme Brahman. 
They attain only the Saguna Brahman. The- 
Supreme Bra liman is all-pervading, the Inner 
Self of all. Such a Brahman cannot be attained, 
for It is the Self of everyone. Journey or 
attainment is possible only where there is- 
difference, where the attainer is different from, 
the thing attained. What is called realization! 
of the Supreme Brahman is nothin*? but the 
removal of ignorance about It. In such a reali- 
zation there is no going or attaining. When the 
ignorance is removed Brahman manifests Itself. 
But the attainment of Brahman spoken of in the- 
texts connected with the path of the gods is not 
merely the removal of ignorance but actual.. 
Such an attainment is not possible with respect, 
to the Supreme Brahman. Again the passage,. 
“I enter the assembly-house of Prajapati," etc., 
can be separated from what precedes and be con- 
nected with the Saguna Brahman. The fact that 
rhh. S. 14. 1 says, “1 am the glory of the 
Bralmmnas, of the kings" cannot make it refer 
to the Xirguna Brahman, for the Saguna Brah- 
man can also he said to be the Self of all, as we* 
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find in texts like, “He to whom all works, all 
desires belong” etc. (Chh. 3. 14. 2). The 
reference to the journey to Brahman, which 
belongs to the sphere of relative knowledge, in a 
chapter which deals with Supreme Knowledge is 
only by way of glorification of the latter. There- 
fore the view expressed in Sutras 7-11 by Badari 
is the correct one. 

Topic 6: Only those who have worshipped the 
So yuna I train no n without, a symbol 
attain Brahmaloka . 

S^lrf , II 1 r < \ II 

atScfftr^lSWHK Those who do not, use a symbol 
(of Brahman) in their meditations (the super- 
human being) leads so says Bkdarftyana 

3WWI if this distinction is made there being 

no contradiction as is the meditation on that 

(so does one become) and. 

15. Badarayana says that (the super- 
human being) leads (to Brahmaloka only) 
those who do not use a symbol (of Brahman) 
in their meditations, there being no contra- 
diction if this distinction is made, and (it 
being construed by the principle) as is the 
meditation on that (so does one become). 

The question is rnised\ whether all worshippers 
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of the Saguna Brahman go to Brahmaloka, 
being led by the superhuman being mentioned 
in Ohh. 4. 15. 5. The opponent holds that they 
do, according to 3. 3. 31 mite , where it is 
expressly stated that all, whatever be their Vidya, 
go to Brahmaloka. This Sutra says that only 
(hose worshippers of the Saguna Brahman who 
<lo not use any symbol of Brahman in their medi- 
tation go there. This, however, does not con- 
tradict what is said in 3. 3. 31 if we understand 
I hat by ‘all’ are meant all those worshippers who 
do hot take the help of any symbol. Moreover, 
this view is justified by the Sruti and Smriti 
declarations which say, “In whatever form they 
meditate on Him, that they 1 ) 0001110 /’ In the 
worship of the symbols the meditations are not 
fixed on Brahman, the symbols being the chief 
thing in them, and so the worshipper does not 
attain Brahmaloka. But the case of one who 
worships the five tires is different, as there is a 
direct scriptural statement saying that he goes to 
Brahmaloka. Where there is no such direct 
scriptural statement, we have to hold that only 
those whose object of meditation is Brahman, go 
to Brahmaloka, not others. 

^ 11 r <5 11 

f'RM Difference ^ and the script ure declares. 

16. And the scripture declares a 
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difference (with respect to meditations on 
symbols). 

“One who meditates upon name as Brahman 
becomes independent so far as name reaches” 
((’hi). 7. 1. 5); “One who meditates upon speech 
us Brahman becomes independent so far as speech 
reaches” (Chh. 7. 2. 2). In these texts the Sruti 
tells of different results according to the differ- 
ence in the symbols. This is possible because the 
meditations depend on symbols, while there could 
be no sueli difference in results if they depended 
on the one n on-different Brahman. lienee it is 
clear that those who use symbols for their medi- 
tations cannot go to Brahma loka like those who 
■meditate on the Sagona Brahman. 



CHAPTER IV 


Section iv 

In the last section the attainment of Bralima- 
loka by tlie worshippers of the Saguna Brahman, 
has been dealt with. This section deals with the 
realization of the Supreme Brahman by Its. 
worshippers. 

Topic 1: The released soul does not acquire 
arijjthi n fj new hut only manifests its 
true nature. 

SWITfiwm:, II '< II 

Having attained STlfavrfq: there is manifesta- 
tion (of its real nature) from the word 

‘own’. 

1. (When the Jiva) has attained (the- 
highest light) there is manifestation (of its 
real nature), as we know from the word 
'own ’ . 

“Xow this serene and happy being, after 
having risen from this body, and having attained 
the highest light, reaches its own true form” 
(Chh. 8. d. 4). The opponent explains this text as 
follows: The individual soul which has got rid 

of its identification with the three bodies, viz. 
gross, subtle, and causal, after attaining Brahman 
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exists in the state of Liberation. This Liberation* 
was not a pre-existeht thing, but something that is 
newly acquired like heaven, as the word ‘reaches’ 
in the text clearly shows. Therefore Liberation is 
something new that is acquired by the diva. The 
Sutra refutes this view and says that the word 
‘own’ shows that Liberation was a pre-existent 
thing*. The Jiva manifests its own nature, i.c. its 
real nature, which was so long covered with ignor- 
ance. This is its attainment of Liberation. It ien 
nothing that is newly acquired. 

grp:, II K II 

Released SlId^Hi?tfrom the premise. 

2. (The Sell' which manifests Its true 
nature attains) Liberation, (as is known).! 
from the premise (made in the scriptures). 

If Liberation is nothing new that is acquired 
by the Jiva, then what is its difference from, 
bondage ? The Jiva in the state of bond- 
age was subject to the three states of wakeful- 
ness, dream, and deep sleep, and was experienc- 
ing happiness and misery, imagining itself to be 
finite. On being freed from all these misconcep- 
tions it realizes its true nature, which is Absolute 
Bliss. This removal of all misconceptions is what 
is known as Liberation. Between these two states 
there is a world of difference. How is it known 
that in this state the Jiva is liberated ? Rrom the 
premise made in the scriptures- — says the Sutra.. 
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“I will explain It to you further” (Chh. 8. 9. 3; 
.8. 10. 4; 8. 11. 3) — here the Sruti proposes to 
♦expound that. Self which is free from all imperfec- 
tions, and it begins thus: “The being* without 
the body is not touched by pleasure and pain” 
((■lih. 8. 12. 1) and concludes, “Thus does this 

•serene being rising above its body and having 
reached tin* highest light, appear in its own true 
mulim 1 ” ((ddi. 8. 12. 3). 

3TT^TT, II \ II 

The Supreme Self 5TOJ*I(^on account of the 

context. 

3. (The ‘light’ attained by the Jiva 
is) the Supreme Self; cm Recount of the 
context. 

The 'Light' attained by the Jiva which is 
referred in in the ( hh. 8. 3. 4 is the Supreme Self, 
and not any physical light, for the Self is the 
•subject-matter which is introduced thus: ‘'The 
Xelt which is free from evil, mi decay mg,” etc. 
((Mil). 8. 7. 1). The word ‘light’ is also used to 
denote the Self in texts like, “ l pon that immoi’tal 
Light of all lights the gods meditate as longevity” 
flb-ili. 4. 4. 1 (>) . 

Topie 2: The relation of the released soul 
tnfli firahnmn is one of non-separation. 

srfwFta, ggreiq ii v it 

As inseparable for it is so seen 

Jrom the script uivs. 
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4. (The Jiva in the state of Libera- 
tion exists) as inseparable (from Brahman),, 
for it is so seen from the scriptures. 

The question is raised whether the diva in the 
state of Liberation exists as different from 
Brahman or as one with, and inseparable from, 11. 
The Sutra says that it exists as inseparable from 
Brahman, for the scriptures say so. “That thou 
art” (Chh. 0. 8. 7); “I am Brahman” (Brill. 1. 4. 
10); “Being: but Brahman, he is merged in 
Brahman” (Brill. 4. 4. (>) — all these lexis declare 
that the released soul is identical with Brahman. 
Passages which speak of difference have to be 
explained in a secondary sense as expressing* 
unity. 

Topic . 7 : ( ha roc (eristics of the soul that has 

a tta i v cd t h c N i rp u n a 11 ra h in a n . 

3TT?m wqraTfirer. n mi 

STRptrf As possessed of the attributes of Bra liman 
srfiyfr: (so says) Jaitnini OT^TRITf^T: on account of the 
reference etc. 

5. (The liberated soul exists) as 
possessed of the attributes of Brahman ; 
(so says) Jaimini, on account of the refer- 
ence etc. 

It has been said that the liberated soul attains 
Brahman. But Brahman has two aspects; one the 
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unconditioned aspect as Pure Intelligence and 
Knowledge ; the other as described in tlie Chlian- 
dogya 8. 7. 1, “The Self which is free from evil, 
undecaying, undying*, free from sorrow, hunger 
and (hirst, with true* desires and volition” etc. 
The question is, which aspect does the liberated 
Mail attain? daimini says that it is the condi- 
tioned aspect. Why? On account of the reference 
to t he nature of the Self as being* such iu the text 

• cited. ‘Etc.’ includes Yidhi and Vvapadeso. 
The Yidhi or injunction referred to is, “That is to 
be sought after,” which the same Phhandogya. 
text enjoins later on, and Yyapadesa or assertion 
is the mention of the qualities of omniscience and 

• omnipotence in the same text — “Obtains all 
worlds and all desires.” On these grounds 
Jaimini thinks that the liberated soul attains the 

•conditioned aspect of Brahman. 

IT, : || $ || 

Solely as Pure Intelligence 
that being its true nature thus 

Audnlomi (thinks). 

(>. (The liberated soul exists) solely 
as Pure Intelligence, that being its true 
nature; thus Audulomi (thinks). 

This Sutra gives another view about the 
liberated state, which is that of the sage Audulomi. 
The soul being solely of the nature of Pure 
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Intelligence, it exists as such in the liberated 
state. Qualities like being* free from sin and 
-omniscience are fanciful, and mean only the 
absence of sin etc. 

TJ^Tlms stfq even account of refer- 
ence the former qualities existing 

there is no contradiction 3f4<Nt u I : (so says) B&dar&- 
yana. 

7. Even if it be so (i.e. if the liberated 
soul exists as Pure Intelligence)* on account 
of former qualities existing owing to refer- 
ence (we can accept them from the relative 
standpoint, for) there is no contradiction 
(between the two); (so thinks) Badarayana. 

Even though from the absolute standpoint 
the nature of ihe liberated soul is Pure Intelli- 
gence, yet from the relative standpoint qualities 
referred to by Jaimini can be accepted, as this 
does not contradict Audulomi’s view. The 
released soul never thinks of itself as omniscient, 
omnipotent, etc., but exists as Pure Intelligence. 
But from our relative standpoint we can say of 
such a released soul as being omniscient etc., 
because Pure Intelligence is beyond our concep- 
tion. The two views describe the liberated soul 
from two different standpoints, and so there is no 
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ron trad iction 

between the two. So says 

Badara- 

yana . 



Tonic -1 : The 

soul trhteh Juts attained the 

■ Sat /it a a 


Jirah man effects i4s desires I)]/ mere will. 

3 , ?P3^^: II c II 

’i3>c*TI3.Tlir<mgli will only g but on 

account of the scriptures saying that. 

S. lint through mere will (the released 
souls attain their purpose), for the scrip- 
tures say so. 

The question of those who attain Bralunalokii 
through tlie worship of the Kaguna Brahman by 
means of Vi (lysis like the Dahara Yidva is taken 
up for discussion in this Sutra. In this Yidyu it 
is said, “If he be desirous of the world of the 
fathers, by his mere will they come to him” (Chh. 
S. fc J. 1). The question is whether will alone 
suffices to get the result, or a further operative 
cause is necessary. This Sutra says that by mere 
will the result comes, for the Sruti so declares. 
Tlu will of the released is different from our will, 
and lias the power of producing* results without 
any operative cause. 

3T3 ^ ^i^ifarrft: || ^ || 

31?T For the very reason ^ and lie i * 

without a lord. 
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9. And for this very reason the re- 
leased soul is without a lord. 

A liberated soul is master of himself. “For 
them there is freedom in all worlds’’ (C/hli. 8. 1. 
6 ). 

Topic f) : A released soul which has attained 
Brahmaloka can exist with or without 
a body according to its liking. 

WTR 3TT1T II ^ II 

Absence (of body and organs) B&dari 

(considers) (the Sruti) says % because T^P^thus. 

10. There is absence (of body and or- 
gans, in the case of the released souls) 
(considers) Badari, because (the scripture) 
says thus. 

In the previous Sutra it was told that if one 
attains Brahmaloka, by his mere wish tilings come 
to pass. This shows that that soul possesses a 
mind. The question naturally arises whether it 
possesses a body and the organs. Badari says that 
it does not, for the scripture says so. “And it is 
by means of this divine eye of the mind that he 
sees the desires and rejoices” (Olih. 8. 12. 5), 
which shows that it possesses only the mind and 
not the organs etc. 

n ?? ii 

Existence Jaimini because 


b.s. — 33 
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the scripture declares (the capacity to assume) 
diverse forms. 

11. (The released soul) possesses (a 
body and the organs), considers Jaimini, 
because the scriptures declare (the capacity 
on the part of such a soul to assuipe) diverse 
forms. 

“He bei ng one becomes three, live, seven, 
nine” (Thh. 7. 2(5. 2). This text says that a 
released soui can assume more than one form, 
which shows that it possesses besides the mind, a 
body and the organs. This is the view of 
Jaimini. 

sTT^WtST. II r <R II 

Like the twelve days’ sacrifice 
(is) of both kinds B&dar&yana 3?cU from this. 

12. From this Badarayana (surmises) 
(that the released soul is) of both kinds, 
like the twelve days’ sacrifice. 

From the twofold declaration of the scrip- 
tures Badarayana thinks that a released soul 
which has attained Brahmaloka can exist both 
ways — with or without a body according to its 
liking. It is like the twelve days’ sacrifice, 
which is called a Sattra as well as an Ahina 
sacrifice. 

WTrf : II U II 

In the absence of a body ST^^clLas in 
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dreams (which stand midway between waking and 
deep sleep) OTlfl : this being reasonable. 

13. In the absence of a body (the 
fulfilment of desires is possible) as in 
dreams, since this is reasonable. 

srmsri II W II 

When the body exists as in the 

waking state, 

14. When the body exists (the fulfil- 
ment of desires is) as in the waking state. 

Topic 6: The released soul which, has attained 
tli.e Saymia Brahman can animate several bodies 
at the same time. 

tot ft n n n 

Like a flame 3JT35T: animating so % 
because <SUi(d the scripture shows. 

15. (The released soul’s) animating 
(different bodies) is like that of a flame, be- 
cause so the scripture shows. 

In Sutra 11 it was stated that a liberated soul 
can assume many bodies at the same time for 
enjoyment. The opponent holds that this is use- 
less, as enjoyment is possible only in that body in 
which the soul and mind exist, while other bodies 
-are lifeless puppets, since the soul and mind, 
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which cannot be divided, cannot exist in more 
than one body. The Sutra refutes this view and 
says that the other bodies are not lifeless puppets, 
for a released soul can, on account of its power, 
animate ail these bodies, just as the flame of a 
lamp (*an enter into different wicks lighted from 
it. The soul through its powers creates bodies 
with infernal organs corresponding to the original 
internal organ, and being limited by these, 
divides itself as many. Hence all the created 
bodies have a soul, which makes enjoyment 
through all of these possible. This we get from, 
the scriptures. 



fs; ii ^ n 


Of deep sleep and absolute union* 
(with Brahman) having in view either 

of these two this is made clear (by the- 

Sruti) ff for. 

16. (The declaration of absence of all 
cognition is made) having in view either 
of the two states, viz. deep sleep and abso- 
lute union (with Brahman), for this is made 
clear (by the scriptures). 

“What should one know and through what” 
(Brill. 2. 4. 14); “But there is not that seeond 
thing separate from it which it can know’ 5 (Ibid. 
4. 3. 30); “It becomes like water, one, the witness, 
and without a second” (Ibid. 4. 3. 32). These 
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texts deny cognition to a released soul; so how is 
it possible lor a released soul to assume several 
bodies and enjoy — says the opponent. This Sutra 
says that these texts refer either to the 
state of deep sleep or to that of Liberation, in 
which the soul attains absolute union with the 
Nirguna Brahman, as is made clear by the scrip- 
tures from the context in each case. But what 
we have been discussing* in the previous Sutras is 
the case of one who has attained not absolute 
union with Brahman, but only Bralinialoka. This 
state is quite different from the other two states, 
and as such, cognition is possible in it, there 
being* diversity, as also enjoyment, even as in 
heaven, the difference being* that from Brahma- 
loka one does not return to this earth, whereas 
from heaven one returns to this mortal world after 
the exhaustion of the virtue which raised him to 
the status of a god. 


Topic 7: The released soul which , has attained 
Jlrnhmaloka has all the lordly powers 
e.rcept the power of creation etc. 

' lW*|| 



v Except the power of creation etc. 
*iH«t< u l|^on account of (Iswara being) the subject- 
matter °n account of (released souls) 

not being mentioned ^ and. 

17. (The released soul attains all 
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lordly powers) except the power of creation? 
etc., on account of (Iswara being) the sub- 
ject-matter (of all texts where creation etc. 
are described), and (the released souls) not 
being mentioned (in that connection). 

The question is raised whether those who by 
worshipping the qualified Brahman attain Brah- 
maloka. and lordly powers, have limited or 
unlimited powers. The opponent holds that it 
should he unlimited. Because of the scriptural 
texts, “They can roam at will in all the worlds’* 
(Chh. 7. 2, 8. 1. (*>); “To him all the gods offer 

worship” (Taitt. 1. 5). This Sutra says that the 
released souls attain lordly powers without the- 
power of creating, preserving, and destroying the 
universe. Barring this power they get all other- 
powers. Why? Because Iswara is the subject- 
matter of all the texts dealing with creation etc., 
while the liberated souls are not mentioned at all 
in this connection. Moreover, this would lead to 
many Iswaras, which may give rise to a conflict of 
wills with respect to creation etc. Therefore the 
powers of the liberated souls are not absolute but 
limited, and are dependent on the will of Iswara. 



account of direct teaching 5% 
if it be said ^ not : because the 

scripture declares (that the soul attains Him) who- 
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entrusts the sun etc. (with their offices) and resides 
in those spheres. 

IS. If it be said (that the released 
soul attains absolute powers) on account 
of direct teaching (of the scriptures), (we 
say) no, for the scriptures declare (that the 
released soul attains Him) who entrusts 
the sun etc. (with their offices) and resides 
in those spheres. 

“He becomes the lord of himself ” (Taitt. 1. 
6). From the direct teaching of the Sruti the 
opponent holds that the released soul attains 
absolute powers. The Sutra says that his powers 
depend on the Lord, for the text cited further on 
says, “He attains the Lord of the mind”, the 
Lord who abides in spheres like the sun etc. and 
entrusts the sun etc. with offices. Therefore from 
this latter part of the text it is clear that the 
released soul gets its powers from the Lord and 
depends on Him. Hence its powers are not 
unlimited. 

fsppRRfif 5T8IT fk. fwfiRTT?. || n || 

f^R>3^fcr Which is beyond all effected things ^ 
and cTOl so f? because existence the script- 

ure declares. 

19. And (there is a form of the Sup- 
reme Lord) which is beyond all created 
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things, because so the scripture declares 
(His) existence (in a twofold form). 

“Such is the greatness of it; greater than it is 
the Purusha. One foot of His is all beings. His 
(other) three feet are what is immortal in heaven’’ 
(Chh. d. J2. (>). This text declares that the 
Supreme Lord abides in two forms, the transcen- 
dental and the relative. Now he who worships the 
Lord in His relative aspect does not attain the 
transcendental aspect, for the Sruti says, “As one 
modi lutes upon That, so one becomes.” Similarly, 
since the worshipper is not able to comprehend the 
relative aspect of the Lord in full, as possessed of 
infinite attributes and powers, but is able to com- 
prehend Him only partially, lie attains only 
limited powers, and not unlimited powers like the 
Lor« I H imself . 

II Ro II 

(The two) show ^ and thus 
perception and inference. 

20. And thus perception and infer- 
ence show. 

This Sutra says that the transcendental 
aspect of the Lord is established by both the Sruti 
and Smriti. That form which the previous Sutra 
cited merely as an example, this Sutra establishes 
on the authority of the Sruti and Smriti. “There 
the sun shines not, nor the moon, nor stars” etc. 
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(Mu. 2. 2. 10); “That the sun illumines not, nor 
ilie moon, nor the fire” etc. (Gita 15. 6). 



Because of indications of equal- 
ity with respect to enjoyment only ^ and. 

21. And because of the indications 
(in the scriptures) of equality (of the re- 
leased soul with the Lord) only with respect 
to enjoyment. 

That the powers of the released soul are not 
unlimited is also known from (lie indications in 
(he Sruti (hat the equality of these souls with the 
Lord is only with respect to enjoyment, and not 
with respect to creation etc. “As all beings take 
care of this lleity, so do they take care of him” 
(Brill. 1. 5. 20); “Through it he attains identity 
with this Deity, or lives in the same world with 
it” (Brill. 1. 5. 23). All these texts describe 
equality only with respect to enjoyment, and 
mention nothing* as regards creation etc. 

3RTlf%: 3RTif%: |l RR || 

Non-return 5I®^IfJ,on account of scriptural 
•declaration. 

22. (There is) no return (for these 
released souls) ; on account of scriptural 
■declaration (to that effect). 

If the powers of the released souls are 
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limited, then like all limited things they too will 
come to an end, and consequently the released 
souls will have to come back from Brahmaloka to 
this mortal world — says the opponent. The Sutra 
refutes such a contingency on scriptural authority. 
Those who go to Brahmaloka by the path of the 
gods do not return from there. * 4 Going up by 
that way, one reaches immortality” (Chh. 8. 6. 
().); “They no more return to this world” (Brih. 
6 . 2 . 15 ). 

The repetition of the words “No return” etc. 
is to show that the book is finished. 



INDEX 




INDEX. TO SUTRAS 


3T5ft filHN^° 

Ch. 

2 

Sec. 

o 

;> 

S. 

43 

3*5TTS!F?R HMf° 

Ch. 

3 

Sec. 

2 

S. 

26 


2 

4 

11 

ajgTs^znftj f§° 

1 

1 

17 

aisrcfoqr <5fao 

3 

3 

33 

3TtTT 45T554? 0 

1 


9’ 

a^KqWTRt 0 ■ 

1 

3 

10 

arxiHtsTOo 

1 

1 

1 

atfafr^ go 

4 

1 

16 

are^R4T%° 

1 

2 

21 


3 

1 

4 

aresiftwra. 

2 

o 

;> 

51 

a*WR53[rei° 

3 

3 

55 

arfa4 5 

2 

l 

22 

arfSMIiJT'ra o 

2 

2 

8 

atf4#u&u° 

3 

4 

8 

aiir g 

3 

3 

61 

aifsispn^rra » 

<> 

2 

39 

3Ix|5554^o 

4 

l 

9 

3T«ra;WT5FW: 

3 

4 

12 

3TJRSJ 

2 

4 

7 

artfiw ^° 

3 

4 

35 

afjs* 

2 

4 

13 

ar^ft^o 

1 

2 

17 

3^4=5 |5R?Io 

1 

3 

29 

3wrcsKrcn4o 

4 

1 

15 

3fcTg4 4 5t4f® 

4 

2 

2 

o 

3 

4 

50 1 

315H*4 

3 

4 

25 

awilRl: 51*41° 

4 

4 

22 

^pp?no 

4 

4 

9 


3 

3> 

31 

aragg %wio 

3 

2 

18 


3 

1 

12 

arat^ «r ^3?i|o 

1 

2 

27 

Sj'l'jd WW° 

1 

3> 

22 

aratp sot: 

1 

1 

23 

31^Rft?lfto 

2 

o 

;» 

48 

aret; a^hlrswra 

3 

2 

8 

3145551 55 *1° 

1 

2 

o 

.» 

ara*jpj4sfao 

4 

2 

20 

ai^FVjif^wf.o 

3 

ct 

,) 

50 


3 

1 

39 

315^:4 51451° 

o 

;» 

4 

19 

arfcfojR 

3 

-i 

46 


1 

2 

30' 



,28 

BRAHMA-SUTRAS 

Ch. Sec. S. 

2 2 25 3^at c!fI5ra o 

Ch. 

2 

Sec. 

1 

S. 

8 

■3 c 

3 

2 

«i 

3*g#&i55isr<> 

4 ' 

3 

15 

ai^R^pra*- 

1 

2 

13! 


3 

4 

29 

grft 3° 

3 

4 

36 ; 


4 

4 

10 

3RW fPW" 

3 

3 

:i5| 

3#''41^||o 

1 

4 

24 

ap?w &*w« 

2 

3 

151 

3lfiwiftoqq^o 

2 

1 

5 

opgjjfalfaV 0 

1 

2 

IS! 

i 

3^fjT5?TcfifejIIo 

1 

2 

29 

SFHtTOli 0 

2 

2 

41 ; 

3lf5TO'-aiT^o 

2 

3 

52 


1 

1 

20 

30gqJT^STO° 

2 

o 

6 

•apcjjrafwf 0 

2 

2 

36 


3 

t> 

19 


2 

2 

5 

3TOR5fci f?° 

3 

2 

14 

ei»1«IR4 51®^ ° 

3 

3 

6 


4 

3 

1 

apqqi^S^t 0 

2 

2 

0 

3r*r4t^f^° 

1 

2 

7 

ai?qqr ^I^° 

3 

3 

36 

3CT^ftfcT° 

1 

3 

21 


1 

3 

12 

9 

3 

24 

apqii^i^S 0 

3 

1 

24 


1 

4 

22 

3P*n^3^6r° 

i 

4 

18 

3 #^^ ?s» 

4 

4 

4 

ai^jpil^ 'TOR 0 

i 

3 

20 


4 

2 

16 

aM’Mlfcfa ^3.° 

3 

3 

17 


2 

3 

23 


2 

2 

17 

i8» 

3 

1 

25 


3 

1 

15 

Sl^Rlf^R 

2 

1 

23 

eifa ^ W 

l 


23 

3^eRRlfc% 0 

3 

1 

6 

,) )> 

2 

3 

45 

3TO% y(d#l8° 

2 

2 

21 

jj » 

3 

4 

30 

3TOfefa %Ro 

2 

1 

• 7 

>9 » 

3 

4 

37 


2 

1 

17 


3 

2 

13 

3RRT&*4l«fl(d° 

2 

3 

49 

'9#t=5I^I'^ 0 

3 

2 

24 

3TO*Rgf3 Reft® 

2 

3 

9 



BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


529 


3?^ ° 

9ro5reifc5m<i 
3?WRt =#rat« 
3?FBRfrS«?f5^<> 
QTF^R^HR^ 

3TRflf^: qfi?TT 0 
^KH^fdlid 0 
STRfri^f ^° 
3?R*RT®^I^ 
3?R*TT 

3?!c^fd <JFK3 o 
3TPW^5fan 

^f^TPT 5RTt® 

3TR: 

^ww^n^i^n 0 

vwmw* 

BTR^fo 


Ch. Sec. S j 

3 4 10 

2 3 2 

1 1 19 

4 2 11 

1 1 22 

2 2 24 

1 3 41 j 

3 4 3 1 

4 3 4 

1 4 20 

3 3 16 

2 1 28 

3 3 15 

4 4 3 

4 1 3 

3 3 40 

4 1 6 

3 3 14 
1 1 12 
3 3 11 

3 1 10 

1 4 1 

2 3 11 

4 1 12 

2 3 50 
1 2 32 


3?rcfk: bwrrl 
3?I5 cFRIinj, 





^R'T55° 

ww«wiaL 


tijfe^Rsqq^o 

tp® 

^nfwPddc^l^ 0 

gfl^IRWR 0 

gqq^^gqc5o 

3MMHWw5OT° 


Ch. Sec. S. 

3 4 45 

4 1 l 

4 1 7 

3 2 10 

1 3 18 

2 1 21 

4 1 14 

2 2 19 

3 3 13 

2 1 2 
3 3 34 

1 3 13 
1 1 5 

1 4 21 

2 3 1 

1 3 19 

2 2 20 
2 2 42 

2 2 27 

1 1 27 

3 2 35 

2 1 30 

3 3 30 
3 4 42 



530 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


Ch. Sec. S. 


Ch. Sec. S. 


OTRSRtSqft- 

aafeRfsasiS 0 

3Wfl ^ 

3*PT*#H33T?° 

gvpjsjT^^nf^ 0 

gfljjsmJTT^RIo 

tr$ 3TRTR: 5ltt 0 

irrafe^i 0 
^fPt: 5R3^> : 
festriRfl 0 
rrifa &ft° 

TTq HIW'' 
g(tfi13I o 

^qcqsi^To 

efc{U13^rcf o 


3 4 

16 ! 

0 

1 

2 

C) 

»> 

33* 

2 3 

37 

eRTOjaqq^sn^ 

1 

2 

4 

2 1 

241 


1 

4 

\i> 

3 3 

5 


3 

4 

ir> 

3 3 

41 j 

^RTI^ *113*11 ° 

1 

l 

18 

2 3 

35 


o 

*> 

3 

39* 

2 2 

16 


3 

3 

60* 

2 2 

23 

^ERwie^r =^[° 

1 

4 

14 

2 2 

12 

SRR f • 

4 

3 

7 

3 2 

27 


3 

3 

18 

4 3 

5 

WTfcqq cR**l« 

4 

3 

1(V 




2 

3 

42 

3 4 

17 


3 

1 

8 



fr^vn^ra 

3 

4 

48 

3 3 

53 

frpsrafififto 

2 

1 

26 

2 3 

" 8 


2 

2 

31 

2 l 

3 


1 

3 

35 

2 1 

12 





l 4 

28 

nfe^rwrt° 

1 

o 

J 

15 

2 2 

34 

»tld<nwi«ng. 

1 

1 

10 

3 4 

52 

irw^fw» 

3 

3 

29’ 

4 4 

7 

gjnSPWW 0 

3 

3 

64 



goiISI tfl'MflL 

2 

3 

25 

3 4 

51 

gs?r srfsm° 

1 

2 

11 




1 

l 

6 

l 3 

39 

’fl'^rawraig. 

2 

3 

3 

2 2 

40 

» 

2 

4 

2 



INDEX JO SUTRAS 


531 


%^r<* 

fela<v«<i^''i 0 

vPtoj° 

^rrrgjf^rT. 

^FTS^^TR^T 0 

^TcT* 

^rs^Tt^ 

^Tt(cRI^T0r° 

4&^^riri 5 

^^rRrfwT^r 

<r^nfa«> 
afeatefa ^5° 


Ch. Sec. S. ! 

2 4 10 

1 4 8 

8 1 9 

2 8 16 

4 4 6 

3 8 28 

1 1 25 

l 4 16 

4 4 17 

1 1 2 
1 4 , 17 

1 1 31 

1 4 4 

2 3 18 

2 4 14 

1 4 9 

1 3 40 

1 1 24 

1 3 32 

1 4 13 

2 4 17 

3 4 4 

4 3 3 


j aa 0 wp*mi 

j 

I tf^lfn ^ cTSC^TT 0 

^TP* 

cWN^wnewcit ° 

ams-zrafa^qrra. 

a«TT SPTT- 
a^psFT*T n3tR° 

cT^KSlRN^ 0 

5 ti# 3 o 

c^ftr^Ri^ 0 

cT^rsqt%: tftfRo 

a§rofir zm° 
d4Jl u WI^° 

asat fwn<t 
^Rwk«nPiW o 
afctw? *rfa° 
5RW 51FI 0 
cT^n^^T 0 


Ch. Sec. S. 

1 1 .4 

2 4 4 

2 4 3 

3 1 16 

2 3 27 

3 4 24 

3 2 36 

2 4 l 

4 1 18 

1 4 3 

2 1 14 

3 1 1 

1 3 37 

3 2 7 

2 3 13 

2 2 23 

4 2 8 

1 3 26 

4 2 17 

2 3 29 

1 1 14 

3 4 40 

3 4 6 

8 3 42 

10 7 

4 2 3 

4 4 13 


b.s. — 34 



532 BRAHMA-SUTRAS 



Ch. Sec. S. 


Ch. Sec. S. 


2 

1 

11 


1 

3 

16 

^ feic^ni 

2 

4 

16 

«*IMW 

4 

1 

8 

<nfc cwnaif 

4 

2 

15 





3^ 3 ^ 

3 

4 

9 

•I 

f 

9 

1 

35 


3 

1 

21 

•T ^ *b 

2 

2 

43 

^SdW^RW? 

2 

3 

10 

3&® 

4 

3 

14 


1 

4 

6 


2 

2 

35 

„<> 

3 

1 

2 


1 

2 

19 





sr^reifoR® 

3 

4 

41 


3 

1 

20 

JigssRWRR 

2 

1 

9 


3 

o 

21 

ff 34tq«^: 

3 

1 

18 


3 

3 

48 

^ 5Rft%^ 5P 

4 

1 

4 


3 

3 

66 

*T SWl^rqi^ 

2 

1 

32 


4 

3 

13 

^ *n#rsg 555%: 

2 

2 

30 

? * . 

^RRT^T 5CT° 

4 

4 

20 

•5 ^4lR(d ^H® 

3 

2 

12 


3 

3 

4 


1 

1 

29 


3 

3 

22 

jt qr ?he8?*it® 

3 

3 

65 


3 

2 

17 

?rqf 

3 

3 

7 


1 

3 

14 

* q>gfo% 2^3° 

2 

4 

9 

^pin g 

2 

1 

6 

r qr %%qraL 

3 

3 

21 

%3ifcq?fq «%% 

2 

1 

25 


2 

3 

1 

%?#r»iTgj tfrsfa 

3 

2 

6 

R %5^T>l<?n^® 

2 

1 

4 

g.vww* 

1 

3 

1 

R?iJ?ijiqyn5i o 

1 

4 

.11 

sjW<33*ra° 

4 

4 

12 

51 flWRI^® 

3 

2 

51 





•1 tpjpRfrstqo 

3 

2 

11 

^Wwsr tp 

3 

2 

40 

•Pj > 53 ! ES^5 R® 

2 

3 

21 


1 

3 

9 

r r _ rv *\ 

•tlldNi®! WJ® 

3 

1 

23 



INDEX TO SUTRAS 


533 


Ch. Sec. S. j Ch. Sec. S. 



q 

3 

17 

t 

* 

0 

8 

4 

23 

iTFTT SKlfift® 

3 

3 

CO 

XT) 

0 

I 

‘W 

2 

3 

31 

«fliJ«M*Rr® 

1 

o 

3 

gsafcnatfoi® 

3 

3 

24 

ffTflR sW*5*^P 

9 

2 

28 

gwJter. 5F3*r® 

3 

4 

1 

sn&^RL 

o 

v> 

4 

13 

5TO(^lfl® 

9 

2 

7 

WRRffS€g?«fl 

O 

o 

26 

^ g «n^R® 

3 

2 

41 


2 

o 

14 


3 

2 

29 

Ricat'ras’ajg® 

2 

3 

32 

^TfTTdT: a^c® 

3 

3 

45 


8 

4 

7 


2 

3 

28 

Rrafait^® 

o 

J 

2 

o 


2 

3 

12 


1 

o 

19 

smpm 

1 

o 

10 

%cRtSg^Tri: 

1 

1 

16 


1 

3 

6 

k 

4 

2 

6 


3 

2 

15 


2 

o 

33 

5RjRTr!^r^ , ^ , ° 

3 

2 

25 

$m$m: 

4 

t> 

10 

5R>Rnl^«R^ TC 

2 

3 

46 






3 

9 

28 


o 

4 

12 

affd«* afd?n® 

l 

4 

23 

v&m 

2 

1 

19 

M$ddl+df fi[o 

o 

o 

2 

22 

qsnf^r^ 

1 

t> 

o 

43 

afdyifasfBjf® 

1 

4 

20 

T^nRsr^ng. 

9 

9 

37 


2 

3 

6 

q^rra^f^ifq 

9 

O 

3 

afd^’ai^ 

3 

2 

30 


4 

3 

12 

afd^il^ld® 

4 

2 

12 

■TCRcP flg^TW® 

8 

2 

31 

aldwiald 7® 

2 

2 

22 

TUfl^ ,%•' 

2 

3 

41 

ScdS^N^SlI^d® 

4 

4 

18 


o 

,J 

2 

5 

wft^ifrTd® 

3 

1 

5 

.*_ ^r» r> _ 

4<W*1 3JRW* 

<> 

4 

18 


3 

3 

43 

q^i ^ 5M^° 

8 

3 

52 


4 

4 

15 



BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


~>U 


5l%5«i 

SIPJRRN 

SlFT^f 

5ITOcfr 

5||V||^qt 

f^6i<^i^^i° 

T^TT sqw i 

*l^ra<nsfir® 
f5FW qRWl 

5n^i ^I^rfr^q ° 

vrrTfj* m 

*tt 4 3 qr^H° 

^hwKi^t 

vrft ^WSsl 

<rsB,fc 


Ch. Sec. S. 


Ch. Sec 

. S. 

2 

3 

53 

H?: ^3^TI° 

3 

3 

57 

2 

2 

2 


1 

1 

17 

1 

3 

17 


1. 

1 

21 

3 

1 

3 


1 

3 

5 

l 

3 

4 


9 

4 

18 

2 

4 

15 


3 

3 

o 

1 

1 

28 


2 

1 

13 

1 

3 

12 

^fww5f?n*2ife o 

4 

4 

21 

3 

3 

,2 i 


4 

1 

19 


<7 

i>o 

JT'snfcwwrat® 

1 

3 

31 

3 


.in 

o 

2 

3 

44 

t> 

4 

A L ) 

JFSTTf^fSf^t 0 

3 

3 

56 

.> 

•1 

<> 

43 

33 


9 

2 

11 





1 

4 

7 

4 

1 

5 

JTRrrfq^Nr° 

•> 

4 

21 

1 

4 

5 


1 

1 

15 




JTPTiqrtg 0 

3 

2 ' 

3 

3 

1 

/ 

^sKwrara 

4 

4 

<7 

4 

4 

11 

g^r^czjoZjq^ ° 

1 

3 

<■> 

1 

3 

33 

! 5iqS«Wffe:° 

3 

2 

10 

3 

4 

22 

! 

3 

4 

49 

2 

1 

15 


4 

1 

11 

4 

4 

14 

! jpim 

2 

3 

40 

1 

1 

26 

i jwrasr»n^ 

2 

1 

20 

4 

o 

5 

: 

4 

1 

18 

1 

3 

8 


3 

3 

32 



INDEX TO SUTRAS 


535 



Ch. Sec. S. 

2 3 so 

3 f^o 

Ch. Sec. S. 

4 4 47 

•^iwliiFbK 3 

.9 

4 

7 

frfTTT TRUITT 

4 4 20 


9 

1 

18 1 

ItrtN 3 Nt° 

2 4 14 

jfrfiH: aft 

4 

9 

21 

ftaft^TW 

2 2 15 


1 

4 

27 

ftaftNr^r<> 

2 2 10 

#r%: ?rCK*^ 

3 

1 

27! 

Nm: 5RIT3 

4 1 11 


2 

2 

1 

fTT%T^ u m 0 

1 l 5\ 27 

1 2 2 , 

r<t 

4 

9 

18: 

fr%T T T 5 .TTfa 

4 4 10 


9 

9 

15 


1 2 22 


1 

9 

24 

frttT°iR 

1 2 12 


.4 

1 

26 

1 Naiga?*? 

4 4 48 


4 

4 

44 

NfcftTR 

NrftT^^itT 

4 4 8 

2 4 44 

feWT^ 

4 

1 

9 

1 frfefiTm 0 

4 4 42 

SSfa^rl ° 

2 

1 

44 


4 2 20 


1 

4 

5 

TTITIT^I3 

*» 

4 4 25 

4 4 0 


1 

4 

19 

T'T*tN To 

9 2 , 29 

^[^Rt^o 

4 

9 

1 

cTcS^ETTW 

2 4 19 


4 

4 

0 

isterra 

2 4 22 

f^R a R^F^ , &° 

9 

1 

41 

*n v 4rc° 

1 2 24 

f^^frsf^ftrgo 

4 

4 

59 

^«sppq%^ Jfo 

2 1 44 


4 

4 

19 

srfdV+.WSITI 0 

3 3 54 

fe Tm ^ { ^ o 

1 

1 

14 

53?!fl^*FITftsi%o 

2 2 4 

mo 

9 

2 

44 

j «jldV+<) ^TTT. 

2 3 20 

r^m^^Tt^o 

4 

1 

17 

1 o^fftflft Nf® 

3 3 37 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


5 ;*<; 



Ch. Sec. S. , 

52T7^TPW fen° 

2 3 

36 

*w§r?b; 

i» 3 

9 


2 3 

38 

5 % %"fr° 

1 3 

28 


1 2 

5 

^?TRfrS*W<> 

:; 4 

31 

3T«5FW 

2 3 

4 


1 2 

26 

'«Ml^ srfiRT: 

i 3 

21 


4 >1 

27; 


1 2 

20 

c£T° 

1 1 

::o 

sn^Fftfa^ra. 

1 1 

o 

I^ra^j 

3 3 

62 


i ° 

1 v> 

31 

^R^RSWI 0 

3 i 

o 

UWRJRW* 

i 3 

38 


i l 

11 

i 

tfdcW 

»> <> 

3,9 ! 

i 


3 4 

46 | 

^1*1^5° 

2 1 

27 i 


1 2 

16 


i> c* 

., .» 

49 


2 4 

8 

^ncT^fij^ 0 

3 3 

s 


2 l 

20 


ill. See. 



3 

1 

13* 

^+T<?dW*lfa 0 

1 

3 

36 

3 ^*^9° 

3 

2 

O’* 

3° 

4 

4 

8 


o 

1 

16. 


«» 

,, 

2 

1 

«H5lcTf^tlW" 

o 

4 

r» • 


<> 

4 

5 


2 

2 

13 


l 

4 

15. 

WWR 

<> 

3 

39 ' 

?WFT ^ 

»> 

., 

o 

K ) 

19 

gJTPPIW^^» 

1 

o 

30 

*WMI =^*3*0 

4 

<> 

7- 


.» 

3> 

63 


i) 

O 

18 

^FRtI RRl 

l 

Q 

31 


4 

4. 

1 


o 

J 

3 

20 

w&wsvmzi 

O 

«) 

38 


3» 

3 

23 


1 

‘> 

8. 


1 

2 

1 


2 

o 

32* 

mwfa ci t^r° 

^ y 

4 

34 

g^profara** 

o 

1 

377 

^R^RTSIOT ° 

o 

3 

1* 



INDEX TO SUTRAS 


537 



Ch. Sec 

.S. 


Ch. 

See. 

.S. 

W5ng*i%*j» 

3 

4 

28 

fwrc'nwri'^ 

1 

3 

7 


3 

■k 

26 

SJtrs^fR; 

4 

2 

13 


3 

3 

10 


2 

3 

47 

^ ^r° 

2 

1 

30 

}> 

o 

o 

1 

14 


3 

4 

33 

)> 

4 

1 

10 


3 

4 

47 


4 

o 

14 


1 

4 

25 

«TC%Sfq- ^ 55t% 

3 

1 

19 


1 

o 

28 

WTONRT3Rpi» 

1 

2 

25 

m ^ ^ti^wt^i 

I 

3 

11 


1 

2 

6 

stwmhRtct 0 

3 

1 

22 

» 

4 

3 

1 1 

wtrti^ 

«.» 

*> 

2 

32 


2 

1 

1 

wfrsira. 

4 

3 

9 


<> 

o 

5 

*tPTO^ fTcI 3 ^! 0 

<» 

.» 

3 

27 


<> 

It 

10 

3£dg5^ ^fd“ 

3 

1 

11 

» 

2 

1 

29 

g^Rrafii^o 

1 

2 

15 

w^w» 


3 

22 


1 

3 

42 

FficJRtt ’7 )th41: 

2 

o 

;) 

20 

^ 3 <rctc3i3. 

1 

4 

2 

W’MFT d^TT 0 

3 

3 

3 


4 

2 

9 

^RPrarqr4t° 

4 

4 

16 

^ sr^jo 

3 

2 

4 


1 

1. 

9 


3 

3 

38 

^rfjpt: '5553%° 

3 

4 

41 

#s v 3jT 35 ^° 

4 

<> 

*m 

4 





^.d^sguffw 

3 

4 

14 


2 

4 

0 

^fcRl^gTRJo 

-3 

4 

21 


3 

2 

3(5 


3 

2 

34 

pjr<^r § R3° 

1 

3 

25 


1 

2 

14 

t < K t (l e H''l^ 

1 

1 

S 
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Advaita Vedanta, does not 
uphold Pantheism, 99. 

See aJso Vedanta. 

Adhyasa (Superimposition), 

3-21. 

objections against, answer- 

ed, 6-11. 

is due to ignorance, 9. 
defined by Sankara, 11-14. 
according to others, 14-17. 
the basis of our experience, 
17-18. 

Adrishta (the Unseen Prin- 
ciple). of the Vaiseshikas, 
217 ff * 

in what doe* it inhere, 210. 
oannot be the cause of the 
first motion of the atoms, 
210-211. 

yields fruit of actions at 
some future time, 456. 
Agnihotra, 364, 421. 
Agnirahasya, the fires in, 
constitute a separate 
Vidya, 399-406. 

Air, springs from ether. 214. 
the cause of fire, 245-246. 

'See also Vavu. 

Ajabat Lakshana, 305. 

Aj&, is not the Pradhana but 
causal matter, 142-145. 
Ajatasatru, 151. 

Akasa (Ether), Brahman is to 
be understood by the 
word, 57,58, 105. 

the small, in the heart, is 
Brahman, 108-115. 
external and internal, 109, 
112 , 


Akasa, the small, tho Jiva 
retires to, in deep sleep, 
110 . 

which reveals names and 
forms is Brahman, 131-132. 

cannot be a nonentity, 223. 

not eternal, 239-243. 

the causo of air, 244. 

Akshara (Imperishable), is 
Brahman, 105-107. 

Alayavijnana, 228-229. 

Anandamaya, see “Self con- 
sisting of bliss” 

Antahkarana (the internal 
organ). tho necessity of 
accepting an, 264. 

Apurva, 302, 352-353, 462. 

Asmarathva, Ills views, 94, 
154-157. 

Asramas, all the foiur, enjoin- 
ed by the scriptures, 428, 
450-451. 

the duties of, compulsory, 
433-441. 

persons not belonging to 
any of the, are also 
entitled to Knowledge, 
440-442. 

Atharvanikas, their rite of 
carrying fire on the head, 
358-359. 

Ativadin, who is an, 103-104. 

Atman, as limited |by the 
Up&dhis is atomic etc., 

261, 268-269. 

is changeless, 264. 

knowledge of, gives Free- 
dom, 368. 

Bee also Self and soul. 
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Atoms, as the First Cause, 
17G, 232-233. 

refutation of the atomic 
theory of the Vaiseshikas, 
162, 177, 209-214. 

A trey a, 446. 

Avidya (Ignorance), the cause 
of all duality, 3-4. 

defined, 17-13. 

the means of right know- 
ledge and the scriptural 
texts belong to the sphere 
of, 18. 

See also Maya, Nescience. 

Avyakta (the Undeveloped), 
in Katha 1. 3. 10-11 

moans causal substance 
and not the Pradhana, 
135 ff., 142. 

is dependent on the Supreme 
Lord, 139. 

in Katha 1. 3. 15 means tho 
Supremo Self, 140-141. 

Audulomi, his views in 
Vedanta, 156-158, 447-448, 
512-513. 

Badarayana, vii seq. 

and the Puncharatrns, xxxiii 

seq. 

Badari, his views, 94-95, 306, 

499-600. 

Bauddha, Idealists, 215; their 
views refuted, 22*5-229. 

Realists, 214; their views 
refuted, 214-216. 

the twofold aggregate of, 
214-216. 

Bauddhas, their doctrine of 
universal momentariness 
refuted, 215 ff. 

tho twofold aggregate of 
the, 220-223. 

Bhfigavata school, the, its 
doctrines refuteu, 235-238. 


Bhaskara, 345. 

Bhedabhedavada, f 154-155, 
344-345. 

Bhuman* is Braliman, 102-104. 
Birth, and death are spoken 
of the soul metaphorically, 
251-252. 

may take place without the 
five oblations, 311-312. 

Body, birth and death are 
primarily spoken of, 
251-252. 

tho sutble, 479-481. 
Brahmaeharya, etc., as a 
means to Knowledge, 440. 
Brahmaloka, attainment of, 
is a step in gradual eman- 
cipation, 108. 

‘small Akasa’iis called, 110. 
creatures daily go to, 110. 
attainment of, is not pos- 
sible as long as there is 
a body, 332. 

the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman goes after death 
to, 488-491. 

only the worshippers of the 

Saguna Brahman without 
a symbol go to, 505-506. 
there is no return for such 

knowers from, 519, 523-524. 
Brahman, causality of, ex- 

plained, xxiii sea. 
the only Reality, 3 , 180 - 181 * 
Jiva is identical with, 3, 

35. 342-343, 345. 
and Maya, 4. 

is not an object of the 

senses 6-7, 31, 87-89, 176 , 
180. 

knowledge of, results in 
liberation and immorta- 
lity, 5. 26, 36, 154, 454. 
the substratum of Adhy&sa, 
6-9. 
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scriptures have no value for 
the knower of, 21. 
the inquiry into, 22-24. 
requisites for the aspirant 
to the knowledge of, 25. 
is the source of origin etc. 

of the world, 26 if. 
definitions of, 26-27. 
is cognizable through the 
scriptures alone and not 
through reasoning etc., 30, 
81, 180, 194. 

is the First Cause, 27 If., 
44-46, 163. 

reveals Itself on the destruc- 
tion of ignorance, 29, 35. 
described negatively, 29. 
is the main purport of all 
the Vedanta texts, 32-39, 
102, 256. 

knower of, becomes one with 
It, 35, 510-511. 

knowledge of, does not 
depend on human endea- 
vour, 36 If. 

meditated upon as mind j 
and sun, 36^ 

not the object of the act 
of knowing or of devout 
worship, 36. 
is our Inner Self, 37. 
injunctions have no placo 
with regard to, 37-38. 
can be all-knowing and 
creative through Maya, 
40, 205. 

Saguna and Nirguna, xix 
seq., xlii seq., lvi seq., 4546. 
the tail or support of 
everything, 47-54. 

'as the person in the sun 
and the eye, 54-56, 80-84. 
limitations are imagined in, 


for (Jpasana, 56, 81-82, 

347-348. * 

as Akasa (Ether), 57-58. 
as Prana, 59, 64-69. 
as Light, 59-64. 
as the metre Gayatri, 61-63. 
as the Being consisting of 
mind, 70-76. 
smallness of, 74. 
as abiding in tho heart, 75. 
does not experience pleasure 
or pain, 75-76, 272.275. 
and the individual soul, 

75-76, 186-187, 255, 270-273. 
as the Eater, 76-78. 
as distinguished by Bliss, 

83. 

is the Ruler within, 84-87. 

is Yausvanara, 89-96. 
as the resting place of 
heaven, earth, etc., 97-102. 

all is, Pb. 

is not manifold, 99. 
is the Witness, 101. 
is Bhuinan, 102-101. 
is Truth, 104. 

is Akshara (Imperishable), 
105-107. 

the Highest Person in Pr. 

5. 5 is, 107-108. 
as the “small Aka.sa”, 
108-115. 

body is the cjty of, 109. 
the light of all lights, 
115-116, 130. 

as the person of the size 
of the thumb, 116-117. 
the Prana in Kath. 2. 6. 2 
is, 130. 

as the revealer of names 
and forms, 131-132. 
the Nature of the Supreme, 
131-132, 329-350. 
as the Self consisting of 
knowledge, 132-134. 
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wished to be many, 149. 
the Self of $11, 150. 

Kail. 4. 10 refers to, 150-153. 


the 

Self to be 

seen 

through 

153-158. 

hearing 

etc., 

both 

the material 

and 

efficient 

cause of 

the 

world 

198-199, 

158-101, 188-190, 

232-235. 


is the cause of the world 
though of a different nature 
from it, 167-176. 

is existence itself, 170-171, 245. 

objections to, being the 
cause of the world refut- 
ed, 167-176, 177-199, 209. 

has 'only apparently chang- 
ed into the world, 173, 

191, 198-199. 

the individual soul an 
imago of, in the mind, 
179. 

is realized in Samadhi, 180, 
341. 

world is non.diffcrent from, 
180-181, 185. 

the world exists in, poten- 
tially, during pralaya, 

184. • 

tho Cause through Maya, 

192. 

tho power of Maya of, 

established, 193. 

creative through sportive 

impulse, 191-195. 

partiality or cruelty cannot 

bo attributed to, 195-198. 

is endowed with all the 

attributes necessary for 

creation, 198-199. 


everything originates from, 
237. 

is not created, 244-245. 
elements become creative 
through the agency of, 
247-248. 

at Pralaya elements are 
absorbed in, in the reverse 
order, 248-251. 

organs are produced from, 
278-281. 

the .chief Prana ils created 
from, 283. 

the soul in direamless sleep 
rests in, 325-326. 
nature of Supreme, 329-350. 
takes form in connection 
with Upadhis, 333-334, 
336 337 

is Pure Intelligence, 335-336. 
the two forms of, are 
denied by ‘not this, not 
this’ and not the Brahman 
. Itself, 338. 

is ^ not perceived due to 
ignorance, 340. 
is without a second, 346-349. 
is called a bank etc. meta- 
phorically, 346-347. 
meditations on, 365-371, 
373-375, 377-378, 387 ff. 
knowers of the Saguna, 
go bv “the path of the 
gods”, 382-385. 

the departure of the knower 
of the Saguna, 478-479, 
485487. 

knowers of the Saguna, go 
ft) Brahmaloka, 488-491. 
attainment of, means des- 
truction of ignorance, 
383-384, 503-505. 

Pranas of the knower of, 
do not depart at death 
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but get merged iii It, 
481-485. 

realization of, is the result 
of the Vidyas, 412. 

knowledge of, effects man’s 
highest purpose (Puru- 
shartha), 417-418. 

is not a part of sacrificial 
acts, 417-427. 

the meditator on, is to com- 
prehend It as identical 
with himself, 457458; is not 
to identity himself with the 
symbol of Brahman, 459400. 

in meditations symbols are 
to be viewed as, 460. 

knowledge of, destroys all 
past gnd future sins, 

465-466. 

knower of, is not affected 

by good deeds, 467 ; attains 
oneness with It on the ex- 
haustion of Prarabdha Kar- 
ma, 471472. 

is attained by souls who go 
by the path of the gods 
oil the dissolution of 

Brahmaloka, 501-502. 

Brahma-Sutras, vi. 

author and date of the, 

vii seq. 

commentators on, xii seq. 

and Gita, x-xii, lxiv seq. 

the necessity for the study 
of the, 5, 6. 

Buddhi (Intellect), the subtle 
Upadhi (adjunct) of the 
Self, 260-262, 266-269. 

Buddhism, the three principal 
schools of, 214-215. 

See also Bauddha and the 
Buddhists. 

Buddhists, the, say that there 
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K no self apart from 
Vijnana, 15. 

See also Bauddha. 

Causo, effect exists in, before 
its origination as well as 
after it, 171 184. 

is not polluted by the effect 
when the latter gets dis- 

solved in it, 173. 

effect is ot the nature of, 
and not vice versa , 173. 

the, alone is real, 181. 

every, is not necessarily 

the effect of an anticedcnt 
thing, 245. 

Causo and effect, are non- 
•lifforent, 167-168. 181, 181, 
212 . 

aro not similar in ©very 
respect, 170. 

relation of, according to 
tho Vniseshikas, 208-209. 

the Bauddha chain of, 
216-219. 

relation of, contradicts tho 
doctrine of momentari- 

ness, 218-219. 

Celibacy, expiation for trans- 
gressing tho vow of, 
443446 ; such transgressor 
to be shunned, 446. 

See also Sannyasa. 

Ceremonies, * purificatory, 

denied to Sudras, 128. , 

Charvakas, i'i* 406-407 ; frefut- 
od, 407-408. 

Childlike state, 451-452. 

Consciousness, a quality of 
the Self, 408. 

Creation, scriptures on, 
148-150. 

is without a beginning, 
196-197. 
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Dahara Vidya, 356, 403, 

411-412. 

Death, the mode of departure 
of the soul at, 473-478. 

Deities, tho presiding, of the 
organs, 168-169, 2*8-290. 

which conduct the soul to 
Brahmaloka, 497-499. 

Seo also gods. 

Devayana, see “the path of 
gods” under God. 

Digits, see Kalas. 

Dream, state, is unreal, 226-227, 
320-321. 

the Jiva in, 265, 318-323. 

is the intermediate place, j 
318-319. 

world is the creation of tho 
Jiva, 321. 

Earth, is created from wator, 

246- 247. 

is meant by Anna, 246-247. 

Effect, see Cause and Effect. 

Elements, atoms and their 
respective, 213. 

become causes through tho 
agoncv of Brahman, 

247- 218. 

reabsorption in Brahman 
at Pralava, 249-250. 

organs nro the modifica- 
tions of tho, 250. 

are created by tho Lord, 
293. 

Emancipation, seo Liberation. 

Ether, see Akasa. 

Fire, Brahman conceived as 
gastric, 92-93. 

is created from air, 245-216. 

water is created from, 246. 

worshippers of the five fires 
go to Brahmaloka, 506. 


Food, prohibited, when can 
be taken, 436-438. 

See also Anna. 

Freedom, sep Liberation. 

Gayatri, is everything what- 
ever exists, 61-62. 

Brahman is denoted by 
the metre, 63-64. 

God, see Lord. 

Gods, are entitled to the 
study of tho Vedas etc., 
118/ 124-126. 

their corporeality, 119-120. 

aro capable of assuming 

several forms simultane- 
ously, 119. 

are qualified for Vidy&s, 

124-126. 

souls become tho food of, 
302-303. 

tho path of the, who go by 
it after death, 382-385. 

the path of the, the only 
wav to Brahmaloka, 492- 
493. 

stages in the path of the, 
by which the departing 
soul goes, 492497. 

the Saguna Brahman is 
attained bv the soul who 
goes by the path of the, 
499-500. 

souls which go by the 
path of the, attain Su- 
preme Brahman on tho 
dissolution of Brahma- 
loka 500-505. 

See also Deities. 

Great, sen Mahat. 

Gunas, the three, 40,205-206. 

Heaven, performers of sacri- 
fices alone go to, 301. 

Hell, 308-309. 
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Hiranyagarbha, 107, 279, 288, 
369, 370. 

Householder, the importance 
of his life, 440450. 

Immortality, is gained only 
by the knowledge of the 
Supreme Self, 154. 

Iswa.ru, is recognized by the 
Yoga system, 166-167. 

See also Lord. 

Jabala Saiyakama, 128. 

Jabalas, 95-9G. 

Jaimini, 93, 95, 387-388, 399, 
400 , 403-404. 

on the qualification of gods 
for Upasana etc., 124, 125, 
152. 

thinks that religious merit 
brings about the fruits of 
actions, 351. 

xhe Vedas throughout pres- 
cribe acts according to, 
418-421 ; this view refut- 
ed, 421-427. 

on Sannyasa, 427428. 

says that the soul which 
goes bv the path of tho 
gods attains Brahman, 502. 

on the characteristics of 

- the liberated soul, 511-512, 
515-516. 

Jainas, refuted, 229-232. 

Janaka, 419, 422-423, 425. 

Janasruti, 126-127. 

Jiva, see Soul. 

Jivanmukti, 466. 

Kanada, 176.177. 

Kapila, 165 f 175. 

Karma, the soul descends from 
heaven with the residual, 
303-307. 


and good conduct, 305-307. 
tho Lord is the giver of tho 
fruits of, 350-351. 

Jaimini’s views on, 351. 
Badarayana’s view on tho 
fruition of, 352-353. 
itself is incapablo of pro- 
ducing results, 352-353. 
the good and evil, of a 
knower of Brahman go to 
his friends and enemies res- 
pectively, 378-380. 
ho who has attained Knowl- 
edge gets rid of his good 
and evil, at death, 380-382. 

Sanohita and Agami, alono 
are destroyed through 

Knowledge, 380-381, 467- 

469. 

Prarabdha, is destroyed at 
death, 380-381. 

law of, does not hold good 

• in the case of a knower of 
Brahman, 466. 

Karmakanda, 20, 25, 34. 

Karshnajini, 305-306. 
Kasakritsna, 157-158. 

Knowledge, the metuns o* 

right, belong to th< 

sphere of Avidya, 18 ff. 
is not an activity of th< 

mind, 37. 

depends on tho thing itself 
37. 

on tho dawning of, th 

individual .soul realizes it 
identitv with Brahman 
187, 343. 

perfect, attained in Sami 

dhi, 268. 

is attained through tt 
grace of the Lord, 269. 
perfect, result*? from Ni 

gun a Upasana, 384. 
sacrifices performed wit! 
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are more powerful, 397- 
398, 

of Brahman leads to Liber- 
ation, 418. 

no work for one who has 
attained, 422-423. 
destroys all ignorance, 426. 
is gained in Sannyasa 
Asraum, 426-427. 
works are an indirect means 
to, 434-436. 

can he attained by special 
works, 441. 

when may It como? 452-453. 
destroys all past and 
future sins, 46-5-166. 
cannot destroy Prarabdha 
works, 468. 

Kuniarila, 345. 

Liberation, is not attained by 
the knowledge of the 
empirical self, 23. 
true knowledge of Self leads 
to, 24, 363. 

is attained by knowledge of 
Brahman, 26, 42, 131, 418. 
comes from the comprehen- 
sion of the Vedanta texts, 
34. 

knowledge of the Saguna 
Brahman leads to gradual, 
40. 

according to the Sankhyas, 
110-141. 

is attained by worshipping 
etc. Vasudeva, 235-236. 
comes from Know led go 
only, 434-435. 

not delayed after Knowl- 
edge, 453-454. 

is knowledge of Brahman, 
454. 

is nothing newly acquired, 
509. 


Light, in Chh. 3. 13. 7 is Brah- 
man, 59-64. 

Brahman is the, of lights* 
115-116. 

the Highest, is Brahman* 
131. . . , 

the, attained by Jiva is the- 
Supreme Self, 510. 

Lord, tho whole creation is. 
reabsorbed in the Sup- 
reme, 77. 

cosmic form of the, 91. 
is to he meditated upon in the 
space between the head and 
the chin, 95-96. 
the Supreme, is free from 
the three states of waking* 
dream, and deep sleep, 113. 
is not affected by ignorance, 
139. 

dispenses fruits of action, 
196, 232-23 6 , 270, 350-353. 
the Inner ltuler, 196. 
the Supremo, the soul is 
dependent on, for its 
agency, 269-270. 

Knowledge attained through 
His grace, 269, 323. 
tho soul a part of the* 
270-272, 275. 

the Supreme, does not 
create tho dream world* 
319-321. 

the Supreme, doeg not enjoy 
the fruits of actions, 390. 
meditation on tho casmic 
form of the, 409-410. 
tho Supreme, abides in two* 
forms, 522-523. 

See also Brahman. 

Madhu Vidya, l£l ff., 144. 

Mahat (Great), in Katha 
1. 3 . 11 does not refer to 
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the Sankhyan category, 
135 ff. 

moans the cosmic intellect, 

137, 141. 

refers to Self in Vedic texts, 
141-142. 

Maheswaras, their, philosophi- 
cal doctrines, 232-235. 

Maitrovi, 153-154. 

Manu, 121, 128, 165, 214. 

Maya, explained, 3 If. 
is not real, 4, 13, 14. 


is Anizvachaniya, 4, 14, 130. 


is the result of 

Avidya, 3, 

14. 



Brahman 

becomes 

creative 

through, 

40, 139, 

192, 205. 

is a powei 

v of Brahman, 166. 

the Lord 

is able 

to create 

the world of 

diversity 

through 

His 

power of, 

190. 



Brahman’s 

power 

of, estab- 

I i shed, 193. 


Brahman 

is 

appurontly 

modified 

through, 

198-199. 

Meditation, 

in, on 

Brahman 


all the qualities of Brah- 
man, negative and other- 
wise, aro to be combined 

into one, 365-367, 387-388. 
reciprocal, is enjoined in 
Ait. Ar. 2. 2. 4. 6, 

392-303. 

on Atman to bo repeated 

till Knowledge dawns, 
455-457. 

one lias to practise, sitting, 
462-463. 

Meditations connected with 
the members of sacrificial 

acts, 413-416, 446-448. 
in, on the members of sacri- 
ficial acts the idea of divi- 
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nity is to be superimposed 
on them, 461-462. 

are to be observed till 
death, 464-465. 

Meditativeness, is enjoined in 
Brih. 3. 5. 1,' 448-449. 

Mimamsakas (Purva), object 
to the definition of super- 
imposition, 12, 13. 

uphold the intrinsic validity 
of all knowledge, 12. 

Prfibhakara school of, and 
superimposition, 13. 

purport of tho Vedas 
according to, 32-33. 

say that the words of the 
Veda.s are eternal, 120. 

say that difference of terms 
indicate difference in acts, 
.411. 

Mind, the functions of the 
organs arc merged in, at 
death, 473-475. 

is not tho material cause of 
the organs, 474. 

the function of, gets merged 
in Prana at .death, 475-476. 

Momenta ri ness, the Bauddhn 
doctrine of, 216, 217 ft’., 

223-224. 

Moon, tho world of, 301, 307- 
308, 313-314. 

Nachiketa, Yama and, 141. 

Naiyayikas, and superimposi- 
tion, 15 ft. 

mention atoms as First 
Cause, 176. 

declare the Lord to be only 
the > efficient cause, 232. 

the Jiva an agent according 
to the. 268. 

their doctrine of many son Is 
refuted, 275-277. 

Name and form, the upiverse 
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anil its objects have, as 
the condition of their 
manifestation, 121. 
all mental states are condi- 
tioned by, 121. 

evolved by Brahman, 131, 292- 
293. 

Narada, 102 ff., 386. 

Nescience, see Avidya, Maya. 
.Nihilism, illogical, 229. 

Nihilists (liauddha), 162-163, 
213. 

Nimburka, xiii-xvi. 
causality of Brahman ac- 
cording to, xxxii-xxxiii. 
the diva according to, 
xl. 

Brahman’s nature accord- 
ing to, xliv sen., Ivi seq. 
Non-oxistence, 148-149, 162, 

183, 224-226. 

Object, subject and, are 
opposed and cannot be 
identified, 6. 

subject and, are mixed up 
due to ignorance, 7-8. 
the nature of, is twofold, 
13. 

Ohlation^, the five, 297, 
311-312. 

Om, tho symbol, in the 
rdgitha Yidya, 362, 364, 

415. 

Organs, are the effects of 
elements, 250, 280. 
arc produced from Brah- 
man, 278-280. 
their number, 281-282. 
are minute in size, 282-283. 
the presiding deities of the, 
288-290. 

the relation between the 
soul and the, 289, 290. 
are independent principles 


and not modes of the Chief 
Praua, 290-291. 

follow the soul at death, 
299. 

the functions of the, are 
merged in the mind at 
death, 473.475. 

the, of the knower of the 
Nirguna Brahman get 
merged in It at death, 
483-484. 

Panehagni Vidya, those who 
know the, go by the path 
of tho gods, 384.385. 

Pa'ucharatra school, see 
Bhagavata school. 

Parinamavada, 6. 

Perception, direct, is the basis 
of all tho other means of 
knowledge, 10-11. 

Porson (Purusha), tho highest, 
in Pr. 5. 5 is Brahman, 

107-108. 

of the size of the thumb is 
Brahman, 116-117. 

Philosophy, the six systems 
of, i-iv. 

Pitriyana, 310. 

Prabhakaras, on superimposi- 
tion, 13, 14, 15. 

Pradhana, is made up of the 
three Gunas, 38, 205-206. 

the Sankhyan First Cause, 
38-39 

refutation of the Sankhyan 
doctrine of, 39-46, 88, 

200-207. 

is insentient and not based 
on the scriptures, 39-40, 
135 seq. 

is not the ruler within, 86. 

cannot be the resting place 
of heaven, earth, etc., 
98-100. 
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cannot bo the Imperishable* 

(Akshara), 106. 

Aja does not refer to, 
142-145. 

is an independent entity, 
166. 

of the Yogi ns refuted, 
232-265. 

Pralaya (Dissolution of the 
world), 123. 

the world exists in a poten- 
tial form during, 184, 249. 

Prana in Chh. 1. 11. 4-5, Kau. 
3. 1-8, and Katha 2. 6. 2 

is Brahman, 59, 64-69, 

130 respectively. 

water as the dress of, 371. 

Prana, the chief, (vital force) 
is created from Brahman, 
283. 

tho. chief, (vital force) is 
different from air and 
sense functions, 284-287. 

the chief, (vital force) 
acording to the San- 
khyas, 284. 

the chief, (vital force) is 
subordinate to the soul, 
285-286. 

tho chief, (vital force) its 
function, 286-287. 

the chief, (vital force) is not 
an instrument, 286. 

the chief, (vital force) is 
minute, 288. 

the functions of the mind 
get merged in, at death, 

475- 476. 

the functions of, get merged 
in the Jiva at death, 

476- 478. 

Pranagnihotra, 395-396. 

Pranavidya, 356, 364-365, 371. 

Purusha (of the Sankhyas), 
43, 203, 205. 
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Burushartha, the highest, 

attained through Knowl- 

edge, 417-418, 434. 

Purusna Vidya, 376-377. 

Purva Mimamsa, seo Mi- 
mamsakas 

Ramakrishna. Sri, 20. 

Ramanuja, xiv-xvii, xxxix, 0, 
161. 

causality of Brahman ac- 
cording to, xxx. 

tho soul according to, 
xxxviii-xxxix. 

Brahman’s • nature according 
to, xliii seq., lvi seq. 

Reasoning, cannot arrive at 
truth, 28. 

and the scriptures, 28, 34, 

175, 176. 

has been employed by the 
scriptures, 34. 

Ritvik (Priest), 447. 

Uuler within, is Brahman, 
84-87. 

Sacrifices, lead to heaven, 301. 

those who do not perform, 
go to the abode of Yania, 
308. 

killing animals in, does nol 
entail sin, 316. 

Sadhana, (spiritual praeti 
cos), texts dealing witl: 
creation in Vedanta refei 
to, 33. 

is possible only during one’: 
life time, 382. 

the destruction of good an( 
evil results from, 382. 

Samachara, 359. 

Samadhi, see Meditation. 

Samavaya (inseparable in 
here nee), 211. 

Sampat Upasana 95, 403 
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Sams&ra (relative existence), 
the cause of, 4. 
is got rid of through the 
knowledge of Brahman, 
5, 23-24; 

is without a beginning, 270. 
Samskarns (Impressions), are 
impossible without the 
perception of external 
objects, 228. 

rcfpnro a permanent abode, 
228. 

Samvurga Vidya, 399. 
Sanatkumara, 102 Jf., 386. 
Sandilya Vidya, 366, 372, 

373. 403, 411-412. 

Sankhvas, their First Cause, 
38-39. 

reiutation of their doctrine 
of the Rradhana, 39-46, 
136-136. 2( »0-207. 276-277. 
the categories of the, not 
mentioned in the Vedas, 

^ 166 . 

Sankhya Smriti, its authority 
refuted, 161-165. 

Sannvasa, Knowledge i<< gain- 
ed in Sannyasa Asruma, 
126-127. 

is p rest* ri bed by the scrip- 
tures, *127-130, 460. 

there is no reverting back 
to former life from, 4 12- 
443. 

expiatory ceremony for 

breaking the vow of, 
416-146. 

Sannyasins, need not perform 

rites etc., 433434. 

Sat, i.s Brahman, 40. 
refers to an intelligent 
principle, 41-14. 

Sahabhcilnviuh, sco Arnlu- 

lomi. 


I Scriptures, the, are imper- 
sonal and infallible, 10, 
28. 

deny only the absolute 
validity of perception, 11, 
191. 

belong to the sphere of 
Avldya, 18-19. 

aro the only proof about Brah- 
man, 28, 30, 46. 
declare that one ignorant 
of them cannot know Brah- 
man, 31. 

employ reasoning, 34. 
their aim is. to describe Brah- 
man and not the Jiva, 
101-102, 339. 

Self, a.s subject and object, 8-9. 
is proved by intuitive know- 
ledge, 9. 

is realized through Sadhana; 

17-18. 

is Brahman, 23. 
the empirical, and th 0 real 
Self, 24, 163, 166-157. 
knowledge of the, liberates, 
24, 104, 154. 

consisting of bliss, 47-51, 53. 
consisting of knowledge is 
Brahman, 132-134. 
to bo seen through hearing 
etc. is Brahman, 153-158. 
injunctions etc. when possible 
with reference t-o, 274. 
there is no confusion of the 
fruit of actions duo to unity 
of the, 274-275. 

is separate from the body* 
406-408. 

is not an agent, 421-422. 
no work is prescribed for a 
knower of the, 424-425. 
knowledge of the. is antago- 
nistic to work, 426. 
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See also Brahman. 

Sense organs, are cieated, 279. 
are directed by the soul, 234. 

Skandhas, the five, of the 
Bauddhas, 215-216. 
the five, and atoms cannot 
aggregate by themselves, 
215-216. 

Sleep, deep or dreamless 
(Sushuptil, the Jiva in, 
263, 324-328. 
the seat of, 324-326. 

Smritis and Sruti, 91, 164-166. 
prohibit the studying of the 
Vedas etc. by Sudras, 129. 

Soul (the individual), is in 
reality identical with 
Brahman, xxxvi-xxxviii, xli, 

3, 54, 261, 510-511. 
identifies itself with body, 

4. 

is an agent, 76, 88-89, 102, 154, 
253-261, 265-269. 
experiences pleasure and 
pain, 76, 102, 289-290. 
difference between, and 
Brahman, 75-76. 
difference between, and the 
Supreme Lord is du© to | 
Nescience, 87, 152, 187, 254, 
272-273, 323. 

experiences the fruits of good 
and evil actions, 101. 
daily goes into the small • 
Akasa in deep sleep, 110. 
is free from evil etc. only as | 
non-different from Brahman, 
114. 

and Brahman acc. to vari- 
ous schools of Vedanta, 
154-158. 

had always had a previous ex- 
istence, 197. 

Jainas on, 230-231. 


directs the sense organs, 
234, 289. 

the, is not created but eternal, 
235-236, 252-253. 
birth and death are meta- 
phorically spoken of the, 
251-252. 

acc. to Vaiseshikas, 254. 
is not the subject-matter of 
the scriptures, 256. 
conjunction of the, and the 
intellect exists in its relative 
state, 261-263. 
in deep sleep, 263, 325-328. 
in dream state, 265, 318-323. 
a part or reflection of the 
Lord, 271-273, 275. 
connection between the, and 
the organs is permanent, 
290. 

cannot create, 293. 
its departure at death, 296- 
303, 478, 489-491, 494-495. 

its descent from heaven, 
303-317. 

in a swoon, 328-329. 
the icleased, only manifests 
its real nature, 508-510. 
its characteristics, 511-514. 
in Brahmaloka, 514-524. 

Souls, are different from one 
another, 274-275. 
refutation of the doctrine o 
many all-pervading, 275-277. 
perfected, are reborn for 
some Divine Mission, 386. 
which have attained Brahma- 
loka, on its dissolution attain 
Brahman, 501-505. 
there is no return for released, 
from Brahmaloka, 523. 

Sraddha, water is called, 
297, 300-301. 



552 


BltAHMA-S UTRAS 


Srutis, see Scriptures. 

Subject, see Object. 

Sudras, not entitled to the 
study of the Vedas, 126-129. 
Superimposition, see Adhyasa. 
Sushuinna (nerve;, 479. 
the k newer of the Saguna 
Brahman goes out 

through the, 485-487. 
Sushupti, see sleep, deep. 
Sutras, iv-vi. 

Udgitha, meditations on, 431, 

432. 

to bo viewed as the sun, 

401-462. 

Udgitha Vidya, 361-363, 408-409. 
and the symbol ()m, 362, 364, 
415. 

Upanishads, frtd* Mayaviida, 
lii seq. 

speak of two types of 
Brahman, 45-16. 
the subject-matter of the, 

is Brahman, 101. 

Upasanas, are not parts of 

sacrifices, 397-398. 
connected with sacrificial 
acts aro valid for all 
Saklias, 408-409. 
enhance the result of sacri- 
fiws, 416. 

Vnisoshikns, their philosophi- 
cal views and their refuta- 
tion, 207-214, 232. 254, 275- 
T 276. 

Vais-sanara, is Brahman, 89-96. 
Up&sanft, 356, 409-410. 

Yidjas, 359-360, 385. 
Yujasaneyins, 92-93, 152, 372, 
400. 

Yamadeva, 66-67, 453. 


Vasudeva, 235-236. 

Vayu, see Air. 

Vedas, have no value lor th& 
knowei of Brahman, 21. 
the study of, is a pre- 
requisite for Vedanta and 
Purva Mimainsa, 25. 
prescribe acts, 32-33. 
who are entitled to the study 
of the, 117-118, 126-129. 
the world created from the,, 
are eternal, 120-122. 

Vedanta, holds the identity 
of the soul and Brahman, 
23. 

room for reasoning in, 30. 
being based on the Srutis is 
more authoritative than 
the Sankhya Smriti, 174-175. 
Vedanta texts, give the know- 
ledge of the real natur© of 
the Self, 19 , 24 , 28. 
the main purport of the, ia 
Brahman, 32, 33, 34, 38, 359. 
are the only proof of Brah- 
man, 38. 

refer to an intelligent prin- 
ciple as the First Cause, 
44-45. 

there is no conflict in the, 
with rc>peot to Brahman 
•as tlie First Cause, 147-150. 
teach the Supreme Self, 

' 421-422. 

Videliamukti, knower of 
Brahman attains, 467. 

Vidya, Mu. 3. 1. 1 and Kath. 

1. 3. 1 form one, 389-390. 
Brih. 3. 4. 1 and 3. 5. 1 form 
one, 390-392. 

Brih. 5. 4. 1 and 5. 5. 2 form 
one, 393-394. 

Vid>a,s (Upasanas), what are- 
the ? 354. 
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with identical or similar forms 
are one Vidya, 355-360. 

l>ai*ticulars of identical, 
mentioned in different 

places are to be combined 
into one meditation, 360- 
361. 

Laving different subject- 

matter are different, 361- I 
364. 

identical, it the same Sakha 
have to oe combined, 372. 

various, like the Sandilya etc. 
are to be kept separate, 
411-412. 

0110 is to be selected from 
among the, relating to 
Brahman, 412. 

yielding particular desires 
mav or may 110 'fr be com- 
bined, 412-413. 

scriptural statements refer- 
ring to, enjoin meditation, 
430-432. 

Viraja, 381. * 

Yisishtadvaitavada, 6. 

Vital force, see Prana. 

V>asa, 386. 

"Waking state, is real in com- 
parison with dreams, 226- 
227. 

Water, created from fire, 246. 

earth created from, 246-247. 

called Sraddha, 297 , 300-301. 

as the dress of Prana, 371. 

.Word, the relation between, 
and its objects is eternal, 
120 . 


the world originates from, 
120-121. 

Work, on whom the scriptures 
enjoin, 424-426. 

the knower of the Self is not 
bound by the effects of. 
425. 

an indirect means to 
Knowledge, 434-136. 

has no part in producing 
Liberation, 435. 

the results of obligatory, is 
not destroyed by Knowledge, 
469-470. 

regular, Qontributes to 
Knowledge indirectly, 470. 

done with a desire docs not 
help the origination of 
Knowledge *#0. 

sacrificial, not combined 
with meditations also helps 
in the origination of 
Knowledge, 471. 

all, including Prarabdha of 
the Knower of Brahman 
are destroyed at death. 
472. 

See also Karma. 

World, the, originates from 
the words of the Vedas. 
120-121. 

does not become absolutely 
non-existent at Pralaya. 
12?4, 173-174, 184. 

Brali man is the material 
and efficient cause of the,. 
158-161, 293. 

and Brahman, 167-171, 180-18L 
185. 
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exists in Brahman even 
before creation, 171. 

is an illusion, 173. 

•is without a beginning, 
196-197. 

existed in former cycles, 
198. 

the external, is not al- 
together non-existent, 225- 
220 . 


Yam a, 308-309. 

Yoga Sinriti, refutation ol 
166-167. 

Yoga-Sutras, 25. 

Yogins, 232. 

the limitations as to time fo 
the mode of departure a 
death apply to the, 49<J 
491. 
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